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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In the 2007-2008 school year, almost

6,000 elementary students in 31 schools and
22 districts participated in Montana Reading
First. Of these schools, 12 were in their third
and final year of full grant funding (cohort 2);
they also received regular professional
development and technical assistance from
state project staff members. The remaining

19 schools that continued Reading First
implementation were in cohort 1. For the past
two years they received reduced funding,
invitations to participate in professional
development opportunities, and site visits and
technical assistance from the state.

The 2007-2008 evaluation of Montana Reading
First found evidence of program
implementation and sustainability in all areas
of the program and continued growth in
student achievement.

Professional Development

Montana Reading First provided multiple
opportunities for cohort 1 and 2 principals and
coaches to participate in professional
development. The majority of cohort 2
principals and coaches attended most of these
meetings. Staff members found the meetings
to be of high quality and relevance and to
provide time to network with colleagues;
however, coaches thought they addressed
observing, feedback, and working with
resistance more so than principals did.

Cohort 1 coaches attended meetings more
frequently than principals, but both attended
these meetings more often than last year.
Overall, these staff members were pleased
with the quality of training in instructional
leadership and coaching. Cohort 2 district
coordinators were more likely to attend, and
appreciate, meetings with the state reading
specialist assigned to their district than to
attend the principal and coach meetings.

Reading First schools were visited (generally
three times during the year) by their state
reading specialist who provided technical
assistance, met with staff, conducted
observations, and reviewed materials and
data. Cohort 2 school staff members found
their state reading specialists to be supportive,
trustworthy, and understanding; but cohort 1
coaches reported their visits as slightly less
helpful than the previous year.

Teachers in cohort 2 schools participated in
site-based professional development in
summer 2007. They received on-going,
classroom-related professional development
primarily from their coach, but also from
participation in study groups on Overcoming
Dyslexia, and somewhat through use of
Knowledge Box. Some teachers received
training from district reading staff members
and publisher representatives. Cohort 2
teachers’ perceptions of formal training and
coaching were positive, but less so than last
year. While an increased proportion of
teachers reported that they were frequently
observed by their coach, not all teachers were.

Cohort 1 teachers continued to report receiving
less reading-related professional development;
however their perceptions of its quality
remained positive. The frequency by which
they were observed by their coach decreased.

Leadership and School Structures

Cohort 2 district coordinators reported strong
support from the state in their implementation
of Reading First. Likewise, cohort 2 Reading
First schools reported sufficient support from
their districts. Most cohort 1 principals agreed
that their district supported the continuation of
Reading First and that no district programs
clashed with it.
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Montana Reading First cohort 2 principals and
coaches continued to fill the roles assigned to
them. Principals conducted walkthroughs, but
were challenged in finding time to regularly
conduct them and provide feedback. Coaches
continued to spend about a third of their time
coaching; compared to last year, less time was
dedicated to working with data and more was
devoted to interventions.

Cohort 1 principals continued to regularly
observe most teachers’ classrooms, although
the frequency of providing feedback has
decreased. The majority of the cohort 1
schools maintain full-time coaches; four
schools do not even have a part-time coach.
Fewer teachers in schools with coaches report
being regularly observed. Coaches reported
spending slightly less time coaching.

Data systems in cohort 2 appeared to be better
established for benchmark than for progress-
monitoring assessments; not all teachers have
assumed responsibility for administering
progress-monitoring assessments. Data were
used by the majority of staff members for a
variety of tasks; however, they were used
habitually by coaches, less often by teachers,
and less, still, by principals.

All cohort 1 schools administered the DIBELS
three times a year, and, according to coaches,
progress-monitoring was more regular this
year compared to last. The use of data for
some purposes by principals and teachers
declined from last spring.

Most cohort 2 principals, coaches, and teachers
regularly attended Reading Leadership Team
and grade-level meetings. Teachers’
perceptions of collaboration, and their trust of
colleagues, were mixed. While two cohort 1
schools discontinued Reading Leadership
Teams, schools that do have them meet
monthly. Attendance at grade-level meetings
appears regular.

Reading First Instruction and Interventions

All of the cohort 2 schools selected and used a
research-based core reading program. Most
school staff members were satisfied with their
core program and understood Montana
Reading First’s expectations for fidelity and
use of approved modifications including
lesson maps and templates. There was a slight
decline in the percentage of cohort 1 schools
reporting use of the previous year’s core
curriculum.

In cohort 2 schools, the majority of the reading
blocks were of appropriate length and were
uninterrupted. Nearly all of the observed
instruction in visited cohort 2 schools focused
on the five components of reading. A variety
of strategies and techniques were observed in
the instruction of phonemic awareness,
phonics, fluency, and comprehension.
Vocabulary lessons were infrequently
observed. Almost all of the observed lessons
were clear; the vast majority appropriately
included modeling, guided questions, and
opportunities to practice meaningful skills.
Cohort 2 teachers, in the majority of
classrooms, monitored student understanding,
adjusted the lesson, and provided feedback.
Student engagement was strong in half of the
observed classrooms.

The use of walk-to-read, paraprofessional
support, and small groups allowed cohort 2
teachers to differentiate during the reading
block. While one in five teachers reported not
having access to paraprofessional support, an
inability to use small groups, and not
differentiating during the reading block,
interview data did provide some evidence of
differentiation occurring outside of the reading
block during universal access time.

About half of all cohort 2 students were
provided interventions; an increased
percentage of coaches indicated their school
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was serving all of their struggling readers in
interventions. On average, interventions were
delivered to groups of five students, most
frequently by paraprofessionals and teachers.
While interventions materials met the needs of
all students according to coaches, a smaller
proportion of teachers agreed. The staffing
and training of intervention providers
continued to present challenges in schools.

About 60 percent of cohort 1 students were
provided interventions. Coaches and teachers
continued to remain positive about the number
of students served and the training of
intervention providers, although coaches
perceptions declined slightly from last year.

Student Outcomes

By spring 2008, the majority of Montana
Reading First students were at benchmark,
including 80 percent of kindergarten students,
74 percent of first-grade students, 64 percent of
second-grade students, and 60 percent of third-
grade students. These percentages represented
statistically significant gains from fall 2007 at
all grade levels. These trends are true in both
cohorts.

Since spring 2004, trends indicate that
increased percentages of Montana Reading
First students met benchmark and decreased
percentages of students had intensive
instructional support recommendations, at
almost every grade level. Furthermore, for an
intact group of students who began
kindergarten in 2005 and finished third grade
in 2008, larger proportions of children
achieved benchmark each year than children in
the same grades in spring 2004. Overall,
Montana Reading First was found to be
effective for 73 percent of these students.

Montana Reading First was most successful in
closing the achievement gap between white
and American Indian students. It reduced that
gap at all grade levels, except second, and
virtually closed it in cohort 2. However, while
the percentage of special education students at
the intensive level declined from fall to spring
in every grade, it grew larger from
kindergarten to third grade, such that, by
spring 2008, slightly more than half of students
eligible for special education were still at the
intensive level.

Sustainability

Cohort 1 schools continued to sustain many
required components of the program,
including assessments, grade-level meetings,
and interventions. Several components—the
90-minute reading block, the core program,
and Reading Leadership Team (RLT)
meetings—were implemented with slightly
less fidelity in Year 5. Since spring 2006, the
frequency of coaching, professional
development for teachers, and teachers’ use of
data declined.

Based on the experiences of cohort 1 and other
evaluation data, it appears that cohort 2 will
face some challenges in sustaining Reading
First. Cohort 2 district coordinators, principals
and teachers reported less support for the
continuation of Reading First, compared to
those in cohort 1. Additionally, compared to
cohort 1, fewer schools may have coach
support in 2008-2009. These differences may
overcome the strengths that cohort 2 brings to
continuation. These strengths most notably
include state, district, principal, and coach
support; low staff member turnover;
established systems and habits; and
demonstrated student success.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Reading First

Reading First is a federal initiative authorized
by Title I, Part B, Subpart 1 of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act as amended by the
No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. Often
characterized as “the means by which the
goals of NCLB are to be achieved,” Reading
First provides an unprecedented amount of
funding and focused support for the
improvement of K-3 reading instruction, with
the ultimate goal of ensuring that all children
read at grade level by the end of third grade.
In support of this goal, Reading First funds
states to support comprehensive programs to
improve reading instruction at selected
Reading First schools, as well as more broadly
in the state.

Most funds that states received under Reading
First were distributed to selected Reading First
districts and schools, which were eligible for
the grant based on state-determined criteria
(generally a combination of poverty level and
history of low reading performance). While
states varied in their plans to implement
Reading First, most states’ plans included
many of the following expectations of grantee
schools:

*  Selection and implementation of core
reading program materials from a list
of approved research-based materials
or evidence that core reading program
materials have been selected on the
basis of a rigorous evaluation process

* Hiring of a full-time reading coach to
provide mentoring, coaching, training,
and demonstration lessons

» Attendance of principals, reading
coaches, and district-level
coordinators at regular state-provided
professional development and of all
K-3 staff members at research-based

professional development offerings,
such as a summer institute

*  Creation of a Reading Leadership
Team to guide the design and
implementation of the grant

*  Use of approved assessments that are
valid and reliable, analyses of data,
and use of results to make reading
improvement decisions

* Identification of students in need of
intensive reading interventions and
provision of appropriate, targeted
interventions in a small-group setting
using research-based reading
interventions selected from a list of
approved research-based materials

+ Agreement to visits from independent
evaluators, as well as state and federal
Reading First administrators, and use
of their feedback

Montana Reading First

The Montana Office of Public Instruction
(OPI) was awarded a six-year federal Reading
First state grant in July 2003. In January 2004,
17 schools began in cohort 1; in June 2004,
three additional schools were added. Spring
2006 marked the end of the three-year grant
cycle for these schools. In 2007-2008, these
schools continued to receive small
continuation grants, invitations to professional
development, site visits and technical
assistance from the state.

A second cohort of schools applied for a three-
year grant beginning in fall 2005. Thirteen
schools were awarded grants; this spring
marked the end of their third year of
implementation.

Center for Research, Evaluation, and Assessment 1



In 2007-2008, a total of 31 schools in

22 districts continued to participate in
Montana Reading First. A total of

5,888 students received reading instruction

under Reading First; the majority were
enrolled in cohort 1 schools (65%). The

participating schools and districts, as well as

their K-3 student enrollment, are listed in

Table 1-1.

Table 1-1

Montana Reading First Schools

District School Cohort K-3 Enrollment*
Billings Newman Cohort 1 202
Ponderosa Cohort 1 261
Box Elder Box Elder Cohort 2 162
Butte Kennedy Cohort 1 178
West Butte Cohort 2 282
Whittier Cohort 1 241
Centerville Centerville Cohort 1 55
Charlo Charlo Cohort 1 107
Dixon Dixon Cohort 1 45
Dodson Dodson Cohort 2 18
East Glacier Park East Glacier Park Cohort 2 17
East Helena Eastgate Cohort 1 265
Radley Cohort 1 234
Evergreen East Evergreen Cohort 2 387
Frazer Frazer Cohort 2 43
Great Falls Longfellow Cohort 1 225
Morningside Cohort 2 199
West Cohort 1 311
Hardin Crow Agency Cohort 1 193
Hardin Intermediate Cohort 1 929
Hardin Primary Cohort 1 318
Harlem Harlem Cohort 2 172
Hays/Lodge Pole Lodge Pole Cohort 1 59
Heart Butte Heart Butte Cohort 2 57
Helena Warren Cohort 1 180
Libby Libby Cohort 1 378
Rocky Boy Rocky Boy Cohort 2 204
Ronan-Pablo K William Harvey Cohort 1 254
Pablo Cohort 1 207
Somers Lakeside Cohort 2 259
Stevensville Stevensville Cohort 2 276

*Enrollment is based on DIBELS data collected from each school in spring 2008.
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The External Evaluation

The Northwest Regional Educational
Laboratory (NWREL) signed a contract in
August 2004 to be the external evaluator for
Montana Reading First. The approved
evaluation incorporates and integrates both
formative and summative evaluation
components to examine the following broad
areas:

»  Effectiveness of the technical
assistance provided to grant recipients

*  Quality and level of implementation
of statewide Reading First activities

* Impact of Reading First activities on
desired student and teacher outcomes

These issues were addressed using a range of
approaches and instruments, which are
described in Chapter 2: Evaluation Methods.

Organization of the Report

The bulk of this report describes the
implementation and outcomes of cohort 2
schools. Chapter 3 describes professional
development and technical assistance from the
state. Chapter 4 examines leadership roles,
collaboration, and use of data in schools
around the state. Chapter 5 moves to the
school and classroom level, describing
instruction and intervention. Chapter 6
examines student assessment outcome data,
starting with a picture of project-level results,
followed by details from cohorts 1 and 2.
Chapter 7 looks at sustainability, both as
experienced by cohort 1 schools and as
projected for cohort 2.

The report concludes with a series of
recommendations.

Center for Research, Evaluation, and Assessment 3



CHAPTER TWO: EVALUATION METHODS

The evaluation of Montana Reading First
collected data about both the implementation
and the impact of the project. Asin past years,
the evaluation relied on information from a
variety of instruments and respondents to
capture the experience of a wide range of
project participants.

The instruments used in the 2007-2008
evaluation included the following;:

* Cohort 2 Surveys—surveys of all
kindergarten through third-grade
teachers, coaches, and principals from
all Montana Reading First cohort 2
schools, as well as of the district
coordinators in each district

* Cohort 1 Surveys—shortened surveys
of all kindergarten through third-
grade teachers, coaches, and
principals from all Montana Reading
First cohort 1 schools. District
coordinators also completed the
aforementioned district survey

* Interview Protocols—in-person,
open-ended interviews with the
principal, coach, and two teachers at
six randomly selected' cohort 2
schools, as well as a telephone
interview with the state Reading First
director

* Classroom Observation Protocol —
reading block observations of three,
kindergarten through third-grade
classrooms at the same six cohort 2
schools

* Student Assessments —kindergarten
through third-grade students’
assessment scores on the DIBELS.

YIn 2005-2006, six cohort 2 schools were randomly
selected to receive site visits in spring 2006, one
school was selected as an alternate; the remaining
schools were scheduled for site visits in spring
2008.

*  Ongoing review of project documents

The instruments used this year were very
similar to those used in the previous year’s
evaluation; a large proportion of survey and
interview items were retained in order to
permit an analysis of change over time. They
were, however, further refined in order to:

* Identify redundancies and gaps in
existing evaluation instruments

¢ Gather information about new
program areas that deserved attention

* Address all topic areas and
encompass the viewpoints of multiple
stakeholders while minimizing data
collection burdens on school and
project staff members

This chapter further describes each of these
instruments, includes the response rates
obtained, and any limitations or cautions
about the data collected. Copies of all
instruments are included in the Appendices.

Cohort 2 Surveys

In spring 2008, surveys were administered to
school and district staff members involved in
Reading First. The surveys were designed to
gather information on district, school, and
classroom practices; perceptions of Reading
First; and its impact during the 20072008 year
of implementation. They contained close-
ended questions about areas related to grant
implementation, including: professional
development and technical assistance; state
and district support to Reading First schools;
assessments and use of data; leadership;
meetings and collaboration; roles and
responsibilities; use of the core program,
instruction, and student grouping;
interventions; beliefs and attitudes about
Reading First; and sustainability. These
surveys included:
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*  Principal survey (68 items)
* Reading coach survey (98 items)

» Teacher survey for staff members who
taught kindergarten through third-
grade reading during the past year
(not including aides or student
teachers) (107 items)

» District survey for district Reading
First liaisons/coordinators (23 items)

Coach, principal, and teacher surveys were
mailed to the reading coach at each school
with explicit instructions for administration.
Coaches were encouraged to set aside time for
survey completion at a staff meeting or other
already-reserved time. Survey instructions
encouraged respondents to be candid in their
answers and assured respondents’” anonymity;
cover sheets for each survey further explained
the purpose of the survey and intended use of
the data. To further encourage honest
responses, respondents received
confidentiality envelopes in which to seal their
surveys before turning them in. Completed
surveys were collected by the reading coaches,
who were asked to mail them back to the
Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory
(NWREL). NWREL received coach, principal,
and teacher surveys from all 12 of the cohort 2
schools—a 100 percent response rate2.

A survey for district coordinators was
administered online. It addressed district
participation and support for Reading First,
several aspects of professional development,
state support for Reading First, and
sustainability. Coordinators received e-mail
information about these surveys and
passwords for the protected site. Surveys
were received from seven cohort 2 districts.
Survey responses in this report are rounded to
the nearest whole number. In some tables and
figures, totals do not add up to 100 due to
rounding.

2 Data suggest that 100 percent of cohort 2 teachers
completed surveys.

Cohort 1 Surveys

Kindergarten through third-grade reading
teachers, coaches, and principals in cohort 1
schools, which received less funding and
fewer resources from the state in 20072008,
completed shortened surveys. These surveys
focused on implementation items that would
measure change in key areas of program
implementation, such as the reading block,
use of assessments, attitudes towards the
grant, and leadership. The surveys included:

*  Principal survey (26 or 45 items,
depending on whether a reading
coach was employed in the building)

* Reading coach survey (36 items)

*  Teacher survey for staff members who
taught K-3 reading during the past
year (not including aides or student
teachers) (32 items)

Cohort 1 district coordinators also completed
the same online survey as those in cohort 2.

Surveys were received from 18 of 19 schools
including 18 principals, 16 coaches, and 187
out of approximately 221 teachers (85%)3. Five
cohort 1 district coordinators completed the
online survey.

3 In schools were there was no coach, principals
were asked to complete a second section of their
survey, which duplicated items from the coach
survey. When surveys were returned, many
principals completed this second section, but
NWREL also received completed coach surveys
from these schools as well. In some instances, items
were not completed identically. NWREL used the
survey from the coach when this occurred. Also,
one school completed and returned two coach
surveys. Some items were not completed
identically. In these cases, the data were entered as
missing. One school was mailed surveys, but the
coach did not receive them.

Center for Research, Evaluation, and Assessment 5



Interview Protocols

Interviews were conducted with six reading
coaches and principals and 12 teachers from
six of the cohort 2 Reading First schools.
Interviews with the principal and reading
coach covered a similar range of topics: the
roles of each, the type and perceived
effectiveness of professional development,
support from the state, perceptions of
instructional change at the school, use of
assessments, changes in communication and
collaboration, as well as challenges and
successes of the past year. Interviews
generally lasted between 30 to 60 minutes,
with the coach interview being somewhat
longer than the principal interview.

Interviews with the teachers covered aspects
of curriculum fidelity, professional
development and their experience working
with the reading coach, their school’s
intervention program, and grade-level
meetings.

The telephone interview with the state
Reading First director covered varied aspects
of Reading First, including state and district
support to Reading First schools, professional
development and technical assistance,
leadership and meetings, assessments and use
of data, roles and responsibilities, instruction
and interventions, and sustainability.

Interviews were not taped; instead, extensive
notes were recorded and then summarized.
Consequently, the quotes provided in this
report are not always verbatim, but do
represent, as closely as possible, the actual
wording of the respondents. Interviewees
were assured confidentiality, meaning that
their individual or school name would not be
attached to their responses.

Interview questions were deliberately open-
ended. This provided a good balance to the
surveys, which predefined the issues for
respondents and asked them to express what

might be complex opinions by checking one of
four or five choices. The interviews, in
contrast, allowed respondents to answer by
talking about the issues or concerns most
relevant to them. Qualitative analyses focused
on patterns found among respondents, rather
than exact counts, because the open-ended
nature of the questions allowed a range of
different responses.

Classroom Observation Protocol

In most Reading First schools, reading
instruction occurs throughout the primary
grades during a single 90-minute block of time
during the school day; in a few schools, a K-1
reading block might be followed by a separate
block for grades 2-3. This means that in most
schools, evaluators only had a total of 90
minutes in which to observe as much reading
instruction as possible. For this reason,
evaluators visited portions of three classes, at
different grade levels, for 20 minutes each,
well aware that this information would
provide only a “snapshot” of the instruction
that occurred at the school.

Evaluators randomly selected three of the four
grades to observe at each school, so
approximately the same number of classes at
each grade level would be observed across all
the schools. Site visitors then randomly
selected classrooms at those grades by telling
coaches they would like to visit the classes of
teachers whose name fell in a certain place in
the alphabet. Coaches were informed that
teachers had the right to request not to be
observed, and that, in such circumstances, a
different class could be substituted (such
substitutions were very rare).

In total, site visitors conducted 18 classroom
observations, spread fairly evenly across
grades: kindergarten (33%), first grade (22%),
second grade (27%), and third grade (17%).
The average observation was 25 minutes in
length.
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During the observations, the evaluators
focused on the work of the teacher and the
response of the students. For example, if the
teacher was working with a group of five
students, and other students were working
with a paraprofessional, or on their own or in
groups, the observation focused on the small-
group work of the teacher. Paraprofessionals
and other adults were not explicitly observed,
although their presence in the classroom was
noted.

Evaluators took detailed notes in consecutive
five-minute blocks, recording chronologically
what the teacher did and how students
responded. After the observation, evaluators
used their notes to record what was being
taught in each five-minute block during the
observation (phonics, vocabulary, etc.), and
then used a rubric to rate certain
characteristics of the lesson, such as its clarity,
the provision of opportunities to practice, the
level of student engagement, and the level of
appropriate monitoring and feedback.

Student Assessments

Student progress in reading across the

31 Montana Reading First schools was
monitored with the Dynamic Indicators of Basic
Early Literacy Skills, or DIBELS. DIBELS
measures the progress of student reading
development from kindergarten through third

grade in the areas of phonemic awareness,
phonics, and fluency.

The ‘benchmark’ assessment is administered
three times a year: fall, winter, and spring. It
includes five measures—Initial Sound
Fluency, Letter Naming Fluency, Nonsense
Word Fluency, Phoneme Segmentation
Fluency, and Oral Reading Fluency—for
which benchmark levels have been
established. Two additional measures—Retell
Fluency and Word Use Fluency—are
available, although there are no benchmarks
for these measures. In accordance with
DIBELS administration guidelines, not all
measures are administered to all students at
each testing period; instead, only those
measures are administered that apply to skills
students should be mastering at a particular
period. Table 2-1 indicates which measure is
administered to each grade level at each
assessment period.

Collection and Analysis of DIBELS Data

Administration of the DIBELS assessment
took place at the individual Reading First
schools three times during fall, winter, and
spring assessment windows set by state
project staff members. The benchmark
assessments were administered by school or
district assessment teams.

Table 2-1

Scheduled Administration of DIBELS Assessment Measu res
Measure Fall Winter Spring
Initial Sound Fluency K K --
Letter Naming Fluency K, 1 K K
Phoneme Segmentation Fluency 1 K, 1 K, 1
Nonsense Word Fluency 1 K, 1 K, 1
Oral Reading Fluency 2,3 1,2,3 1,2,3
Retell Fluency 2,3 1,2,3 1,2,3
Word Use Fluency K, 1,2,3 K, 1,2,3 K, 1,2,3
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After results were collected, DIBELS scores
were entered into the online AIMSweb
database. Data were downloaded by
AIMSweb staff members and sent to NWREL
in June 2008. The analyses in this report
include only matched students, or those who
had both fall 2007 and spring 2008 results.

Calculation of DIBELS instructional
recommendations. A student’s raw score
from each DIBELS measure places them in one
of three categories: “at risk/deficit,” “some
risk/emerging,” or “low risk/established.”
When multiple measures are administered,
these categories are further rolled up by grade
level and testing window to produce an
overallinstructional support recommendation
(ISR) for each student: “intensive,” “strategic,”
or “benchmark.” These categories are defined

by the assessment developers, based on the
analyses of tens of thousands of student
assessments. NWREL followed the guidelines
of the DIBELS developers in order to combine
scores and determine overall ISRs.

Calculation of the statistical significance of
changes in student assessment scores. The
Pearson chi-square test was used to determine
whether the change in percentage of students
at benchmark changed significantly from last
year to this year. McNemar’s test (which is
based on the chi-square distribution, but
accounts for data that are matched from one
point in time to the next) was used to
determine the statistical significance of
changes among matched students from fall to
spring of the current school year.
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CHAPTER THREE:

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

A primary component of Reading First is the
provision of professional development that
ensures school staff members have the
necessary skills to implement the program
effectively. In Montana, Reading First school
staff members, at all levels, have access to
professional development.

This chapter reports on the participation in,
and reception of, Reading First professional
development provided to cohort 2 principals,
coaches, and teachers. It also reviews
feedback on technical assistance provided by
state project staff members.

The evaluation found that principals and
coaches attended the majority of their
meetings, and continued to find them of high
quality and relevance, while providing time to
network with colleagues. While an increasing
proportion of coaches agreed that this year’s
training met their specific needs, by preparing
them for observing and providing feedback to
teachers and providing them with tools for
working with resistant staff, a declining
proportion of principals did. Like principals,
teachers had a positive, but declining, view of
their professional development. Principals,
coaches, and teachers continued to voice
concern with differentiation at their trainings.

Teachers continued to receive support from
their coach in a variety of areas, but the
percentage of teachers who found this
assistance helpful decreased slightly. An
increased proportion of teachers reported that
they were frequently observed by their coach,
but not all teachers were.

Study groups on Overcoming Dyslexia were
appreciated; but the use of Knowledge Box, and
its perceived importance, declined.

Additional training was requested by
principals and coaches in the area of working
with resistance; coaches and teachers
requested more training in differentiated
instruction. Principals also requested more
time to reflect and problem solve with their
peers, coaches additionally requested training
on intervention programs, and teachers
identified student engagement and
comprehension as possible areas of focus in
2008-2009.

Montana Reading First schools were visited at
least three times by their state reading
specialists, who provided technical assistance,
met with staff, conducted observations, and
reviewed materials and data. School staff
members found their state reading specialists
to be supportive, trustworthy, and
understanding.

Professional Development

In Montana, Reading First school staff
members have access to state, district, and/or
school-provided professional development.
Principals and coaches were able to attend
two-day meetings throughout the year. These
meetings covered a variety of topics and
included presentations from both state
Reading First staff members and paid
consultants. District Reading First
coordinators were invited to participate in
these meetings as well (see Chapter 4:
Leadership and School-level Structures).
Teachers participated in professional
development primarily at the school and
district level. This included their attendance
at school and/or district workshops, training
provided at grade-level and other meetings,
and assistance provided by their coach.
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Professional Development for Principals
and Coaches

Most professional development for cohort 2
principals and coaches was delivered through
two-day meetings held throughout the year.
The attendance of the principal was expected
for the first day, and that of the coach for both
days. When the content was applicable, some
teachers also attended these meetings.
Coaches and principals were expected to
return to their schools and provide teachers
with the relevant information and/or training
from the meetings.

The majority of coaches and principals
attended four of the five two-day principal
and coaches meetings during the school year.
Both principals and coaches described their
professional development meetings as being
of high quality, being relevant to their work,
and including adequate opportunities to
reflect and share with colleagues. Some
principal and coaches found the meetings to
be adequately differentiated. An increasing
percentage of coaches, but a declining
percentage of principals, agreed that this
year’s training met their specific needs by
preparing them for observing and providing
feedback to teachers and by providing them
with tools for working with resistant staff
members.

During the 2007-2008 school year, five
Reading First meetings for principals and
coaches were held:

*  September 24-25 in Billings. Reading
First state project staff members
presented on a variety of topics
including data, coaching, and the
year’s study group book, Overcoming
Dyslexia, by Sally Shaywitz.

*  December 3-4 in Great Falls. Reading
First state project staff members
presented on a variety of topics

including differentiated instruction,
groups, and interventions.

* January 7-8 in Helena. Frances
Bessellieu conducted a coaching
training.

*  February 25-26 in Helena. Kevin
Feldman covered varied content on
comprehension, fluency, vocabulary,
background knowledge and concepts,
and motivation.

* May 5-6 in Helena. Jill Jackson spoke
on observations, interventions, and
instruction.

The majority of the principals and coaches
attended, or planned to attend, four of the five
trainings; coaches’” attendance was higher than
principals’. About one-fifth of the cohort 2
coaches attended Frances Bessellieu’s training.

In interviews, principals and coaches were
enthusiastic about the meetings and the
opportunities that they presented. One
principal felt that “every single session I have
gone to has been really good; I've not gone to
one that I felt was not worth the time.” In
particular, both coaches and principals found
that one of the most important parts of the
meetings was the ability to meet other
educators:

The networking is the best part of the
meetings: getting out of the school and talking
to other people in the same position as you;
problem solving; even with different programs,
we are doing the same stuff and the problem-
solving interaction is really powerful; I learned
a lot talking to other coaches. (Coach)

In surveys, reactions to the principals” and
coaches’ meetings were generally positive. A
majority of principals and coaches described
the meetings as high quality, relevant to their
work, and including adequate opportunities
to reflect and share with colleagues. Only a
quarter (25%) of principals and coaches
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reported that the meetings were mostly
review for them. However, respondents did
convey that differentiation was an issue, and a
minority of principals (42%) and coaches
(25%) found the meetings to be adequately
differentiated (Table 3-1).

Table 3-1
Perceptions of Coaches’ and Principals’ Meetings
Percent
Professional development at the coach and principal meetings. .. Agreeing/Strongly Agreeing
Principals Coaches

Was very relevant to my work. 75 100
Consisted of high-quality presentations. 84 100
Included adequate opportunities to reflect and share with colleagues. 75 75
Was differentiated to meet the needs of different groups. 25 42
Was mostly review for me. 25 25

Although most of the responses were similar
between 2006-2007 and 2007-2008, there were
a few notable differences. These were:

*  Principals were less positive in 2007-
2008 about their professional
development, as reflected by
decreases in perceived relevance of
the training to their work and in
adequacy of differentiation.

*  Coaches’ responses showed a slight
increase in the perceived relevance of
their professional development in
2007-2008 and the quality of
presentations.

Principal training in instructional leadership.

Under Reading First, principals are expected
to play not only their traditional role of
building manager, but also that of
instructional leader. This is only possible
when the principal has a solid understanding
of the practical and theoretical underpinnings
of Reading First. They must know what
effective reading instruction looks like, what
struggling students need, and how to ensure
that teachers provide appropriate instruction.

With this knowledge, principals can provide
meaningful feedback to teachers and are able
to make informed decisions about the
allocation of resources and the provision of
targeted professional development to staff
members. Consequently, the successful
implementation of Reading First depends
upon the professional development of the
principals.

Principals agreed the professional
development they received in instructional
leadership was of high quality; however,
overall they were less pleased than in
previous years with the training they received
in this area. Compared to last year, a smaller
proportion of principals agreed that the
training:

*  Met their specific needs as a Reading
First principal

*  Prepared them for observing and
providing feedback to teachers

*  Provided them with tools for working
with resistant staff members
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Furthermore, while fewer principals were
pleased with the amount of training they
received, this year was the first year that
some reported that there was too much.

These trends are illustrated in Figure 3-1.

Figure 3-1
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However, in interviews, when asked about
how well their professional development as a
whole met their needs, principals were
positive. The majority felt that their overall
training had met their needs. One principal
enthusiastically explained:

For me as a principal this has been the best
year for training; the combination of trainings
from this year and previous years has
increased my skills in evaluation,
communication, and coaching. (Principal)

Another principal explained that the meetings
allowed him to “focus on what I'm supposed
to focus on, without distractions.”

Yet, despite positive responses to questions
about the quality of the meetings, principals
noted that it was “hard to be out of the
building” and that their absence was a “huge
disruption to learning at school.”

opment

Coach training in coaching methods. While
coaches take on many tasks in their schools
(see Chapter 4: Leadership and School-level
Structures), an important part of their job is
the provision of on-going, targeted
professional development to teachers. To do
so effectively requires that coaches know not
only what good reading instruction looks like,
but how to work effectively with a wide range
of teachers.

Survey data from 2007-2008 regarding
coaches’ perceptions of their professional
development is largely unchanged from 2006—
2007. Most were pleased with the quality
(92%) and amount (84%) of coaching training
they received this year, and only one coach
(8%) felt that there was too little training.
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However, coaches reported an increasingly
positive view in how well their training
prepared them for observing and providing

feedback to teachers, as well as provided them

with tools for working with resistant staff
(Figure 3-2).

Figure 3-2
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Interviewed coaches were positive about most
trainings, but reported that Kevin Feldman's
training in Helena was of great value to them.
In particular, they appreciated his ideas on
student engagement and vocabulary.

Professional Development for Teachers

Reading First professional development for
teachers was offered during the summer 2007
and during the 2007-2008 school year. These
opportunities provided teachers access to
expertise in a variety of content areas. In
schools, most professional development for
teachers was provided by the reading coach.
However, other training opportunities
included training from state reading
specialists, district reading staff members, and
publisher representatives; peer observation
and feedback; Knowledge Box; and study
groups.

In 2007-2008, teachers had a positive, but
declining, view of their professional

development, compared to previous years.
Teachers continued to receive support from
their coach, but the percentage of teachers
who found this assistance helpful decreased
slightly. While an increased proportion of
teachers reported that they were frequently

observed by their coach, not all teachers were.
Study groups were appreciated but the use of
Knowledge Box, and its perceived importance,
declined.

A majority of teachers reported that the
professional development they received this
year was “focused on the classroom,” (72%)
and “ongoing and intensive” (57%).
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However, as can be seen in Figure 3-3, this
percentage has waned from the previous year.

Figure 3-3
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Summer training. This year, in order to
ensure that school staff members received
professional development in Reading First
that addressed their individual needs, site-
based professional development was provided
at all cohort 2 Reading First schools during the
summer. This training was often provided in
conjunction with the state reading specialist
and the reading coach, but sometimes it
involved outside consultants and/or
publishers. In addition to this local training,
staff members could also attend the Montana
Reading Institute. The Montana Reading
Institute offered sessions on flexible groups
and centers, templates, interventions, DIBELS,
comprehension, fluency, and vocabulary.

Most surveyed teachers (84%) reported that
they attended some form of summer training.
Interviewed teachers and coaches reported
attending training that included templates,
lesson plans, engagement, vocabulary,
comprehension, sustainability, Connections,
DIBELS/Aimsweb, LETRs, their core

ment

curriculum, and time for grade-level teams to
work together.

The majority of teachers (75%) agreed
attending summer training was good use of
their time, and most interviewed teachers
found them very useful. One teacher noted
that “there was nothing that was not useful; it
was just so fast, only two days!” Other
teachers commented on how they learned
efficient techniques to reinforce skills and to
plan. For example one teacher said:

The most useful to me was the training on
using templates and knowing that you can use
them at all grade levels. The speakers were
wonderful and I felt like a sponge. This is a
new approach for me, and it was very exciting.
(Teacher)

However, while the site-based training was
supposed to provide more individualized
training, reports from coaches and teachers
indicated that this was not always achieved.

14 NWREL



The segmentation and blending was too far
advanced for the level I am teaching; the
trainings were not differentiated for the grade
level. These were great trainings with good
information, but not relevant to my grade
level. (Teacher)

Not very many teachers wanted the topics, but
it was required for the new teachers. (Coach)

Professional development from coaches.
Federal guidelines for Reading First require
the use of coaches “who provide feedback as
instructional strategies are put into practice”
in state Reading First plans (U.S. Department
of Education 2002). Coaches can provide
support and on-going professional
development to teachers by observing in
classrooms and providing feedback, modeling
lessons, and working with teachers to match
instruction to students, based on assessment

Similar to last year, nearly all teachers
received assistance from their coaches
interpreting assessment results (97%),
providing quality interventions (96%),
monitoring the effectiveness of their
interventions (94%) and administering and
scoring assessments (91%). However, the
percentage of teachers who found it “usually
or “always” helpful slightly decreased from
last year (see Table 3-2).

”

It is unclear why teachers reported in surveys
that they found their coach’s assistance less
helpful, while in interviews, teachers were
clear that the assistance they received from
their coach was helpful. Part of the
explanation might be that teachers have
gained the necessary skills to accomplish these
tasks, and the help from their coach makes
less of an impression now than it did when
Reading First was first implemented.

results.
Table 3-2
Teachers’ Perceptions of Support from their Coach

) Percent of teachers* who found it usually or always helpful.
Teacher received
assistance from coach... 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008
Interpreting assessment 88 87 81
results
Providing quality 81 80 76
interventions
Monitoring effectiveness of 79 68 61
interventions
Administering and scoring 88 83 81
assessments

* Rated by only those respondents who received the support
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Coach observations and feedback. The
regular observation of teachers in their
classroom during the reading block is a crucial
aspect of coaching if coaches are to be aware
of each teacher’s instructional strengths and
weaknesses. With this knowledge, they can
individualize professional development to
meet the needs of both teachers and the
students in their classroom.

Most teachers (86%) reported that they were
observed by their coaches at least monthly,

and 41 percent reported that they were
observed at least weekly (Figure 3-4).

Figure 3-4
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While some teachers reported that they were
observed more often than others, some
coaches observed more than others; however,
as can been seen from Table 3-3, there has
been notable improvement since the previous
year in the proportion of teachers who were
regularly observed by their coaches. For
example, this year, in three-quarters of the
Montana Reading First schools, the coach
observed almost all of the teachers regularly —
up from 50 percent last year. In a contrasting
group of schools, only some teachers (40 to
59%) reported they were observed regularly.

mObsernvation [gFeedback

41%

5%  24% 239 23%
18%
20% 11% 12%
>
00/0 T T T T 1
Never Once or afew Once amonth Two orthree Once a week,
times a year times a month or more
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Table 3-3
Proportion of Teachers Regularly Observed

ed by Teachers

Proportion of teachers in school regularly*

Percent of Schools

observed 2006-2007 2007-2008
All or almost all teachers (at least 80%) 50 75
Many teachers (60-79%) 36 8
Some teachers (40-59%) 0 17
Few or no teachers (less than 40%) 14 0

*Regularly defined as at least monthly
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However, there were still one-quarter of
schools where the coach did not observe at
least 80 percent of the teachers regularly.
What might explain these differences? Survey
and interview data revealed two possible
explanations:

*  Coaches were uncomfortable
observing.

*  Coaches focused on other job
responsibilities.

Coaches uncomfortable observing. Two-thirds
(67%) of coaches agreed that they were
comfortable observing teachers and providing
feedback. Of the remainder, most were
neutral (25%), and only one coach (8%)
reported that she was not comfortable
observing teachers and providing feedback.
Although no coach said that resistance
prevented them from entering classrooms,
most (75%) coaches acknowledged in survey
that “overcoming teacher resistance to
Reading First has been a challenge,” and
nearly half of the coaches, in interviews, were
clear that they did face resistance, especially
from veteran teachers. One coach said:

We have had more problems with veteran
teachers than new ones. The veterans are set
in their ways. They will follow the program,
but not to the extent it should be. (Coach)

Another explained:

There are four veterans left who are very
resistant to Reading First and are hard to
change. I talk to the principal about
resistance, but I can’t follow up very
aggressively. Some are soon to retire, so 1
focus my energy on the new teachers. (Coach)

While it may well be the case that veteran
teachers are more resistant and difficult to
observe than new teachers, there were no
significant differences in frequency of
observations between them. In fact, veteran
teachers (those with five or more years
experience) were slightly more likely to be
frequently (at least monthly) observed by their
coach than new teachers (82% and 89%,
respectably).

Coaches focused on other job responsibilities.
Half of coaches reported in interviews that
other job responsibilities prevented them from
spending time in the classroom. These
responsibilities included their own teaching
responsibilities, substituting for absent
teachers and paraeducators, and conducting
assessments. The ways in which coaches used
their time are described in detail in Chapter 4:
Leadership and School-level Structures, but
overall, there was no change in the percentage
of time that coaches dedicated to coaching
either one-on-one or in groups. One coach
said:

A lot of my time is spent not coaching; if
someone is absent and they pull me to cover
until they get a sub, or they put a sub there
who does not know how to teach reading and
provide support so I still have to cover.
(Coach)

Another coach stated that assessments,
particularly DIBELS, prevented her from
observing teachers.

There are no observations during DIBELS,
and it takes a month for the whole process —
that’s three months a year. It’s a good use of
my time, but it takes all of it. (Coach)
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The majority of teachers (73%) reported the
frequency of classroom observation was “just
right” (8% felt it was too frequent, and 19%
not frequent enough), and teachers continued
to feel that their coaches were a valuable
resource and an important ally. This was
especially true for those teachers who were
frequently observed by their coach (Table 3-4).

Professional development from sources other
than the coach. In addition to training from
the coach, some Reading First teachers
received training from the following sources:

» District reading staff members
» Publishers’ representatives

* Peer observation and feedback
*  Knowledge Box

*  Study groups on Overcoming Dyslexia

Not all training opportunities were available
at every Reading First school.

Table 3-4

Teachers’ Perceptions of Coaches, by Frequency of O

A third of schools (33%) received visits from
district reading staff members?. Coaches
unanimously felt these visits were helpful.

Publishers’ representatives, training teachers
in program materials was less common, and a
minority of teachers (39%) reported that they
had received such training. Most (70%) who
received training found this training to be
“usually” or “always” helpful.

Peer observation occurred only in a small
number of classrooms; a third of teachers
reported observing or being observed only
once. A very small group of teachers (4%)
participated in peer observation more than
once over the course of the year.

Knowledge Box, a software-based learning
system, was required for all Montana Reading
First schools. It is intended to serve as a
central vehicle for shared lesson planning and
as a library of professional development video
recordings. It delivers continually updated
learning materials via the Internet directly to
the classroom or computer lab.

bservation

Percent of Teachers Agreeing/Strongly Agreeing

My Reading Coach...

Frequently observed* Infrequently observed*
Is a knowledgeable resource about
. : 85 81

reading research and practice
Is an ally, even when providing critical 80 53
feedback
Has helped me become more reflective 73 24
Has increased my understanding of how

- 67 29
children learn to read

*Frequently” defined as at least monthly observations by the coach

4 . C
One-third of cohort 2 districts are small enough not to
warrant a district coordinator position.
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Frequent monthly use of Knowledge Box
decreased in 2007-2008, as reported in surveys
by principals, coaches, and teachers. These
decreases were greatest among principals (29

The decreasing use of Knowledge Box was
paralleled by a decline in its perceived
importance, as reported by principals,
coaches, and teachers (Figure 3-6).

percentage points), followed by coaches (21
points), and then teachers (11 points). These
trends are illustrated in Figure 3-5.

Figure 3-5
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Figure 3-6
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The greatest decline in perceived usefulness
was not among principals, who reported the
least frequent use of Knowledge Box, but
among coaches (49 percentage points).

In interviews, all coaches acknowledged that
Knowledge Box was useful, and they clarified a
few of the reasons why Knowledge Box had
been used by school staff less in 2007-2008
than in previous years. These included:

»  Technical difficulties
* Lack of training

»  Stress on other trainings and techniques

Study groups, a required Montana Reading
First activity, examined the book Overcoming
Dyslexia. At the September 2007 meeting,
coaches received training, books for each of
their teachers, and schedule for implementing
the study group at their school.

A majority of teachers (70%) reported that
they attended reading study groups at least
monthly, and that these study groups were
“usually” or “always” helpful (64%). A very
small group of teachers (6%) reported never
attending a study group. Almost all coaches
(92%) agreed that Overcoming Dyslexia was an
engaging topic for their school’s reading study
group. In interviews, most coaches were
animated about their reading groups and
Overcoming Dyslexia. Many felt that their
teachers had learned quite a bit from the
reading group, and that book studies were
more useful than articles.

Overcoming Dyslexia has been really useful.
Our first year, we read articles which were not
as useful; but the teachers might not have been
ready to do a full blown book the first year.
(Coach)

However, one coach noted that;
My team got bogged down in Overcoming

Dyslexia—our district does not identify kids
for dyslexia, and now we have to diagnose it.

Where do we go from there? At the last
group they decided to go back and make sure
that we know what are best practices for all
readers, not just those with dyslexia. (Coach)

While all coaches agreed that attending reading
study groups was a good use of time, fewer
principals and teachers agreed (59%, each).

Future Professional Development
Needs

To help gauge future professional
development offerings, principals, coaches,
and teachers were asked about areas in which
they would like additional training.

Training Needs Identified by Principals

Interviewed principals’ requests for
professional development were varied and
unique, and appeared more tied to the needs
of individual schools or administrators than
the state. Two suggestions however stood
out, and reflected survey data:

+ Strategies for coping with teacher
resistance

*  More time reflecting and problem
solving with other principals

Principals needed more training working with
resistant or non-compliant teachers. One
principal stated; “the state could provide more
support for working with non-compliant
teachers. Some of the new ideas from Reading
First are very difficult for them.” Also,
principals wanted more time at the state
meetings to reflect and problem solve with
other administrators.

For future years, it would be more valuable
to have principals get together to discuss
what worked and did not work, sharing
concerns about schools, discussing
walkthroughs, instead of sitting and
listening to stuff for coaches, and never
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having a chance to talk with other
administrators. We can use these
discussions as a springboard for problem
solving. (Principal)

Training Needs ldentified by Coaches

At least half of surveyed coaches requested
three areas of training:

» Differentiated instruction
* Intervention programs

*  Working with resistance

Other areas, where one-third of coaches
requested training, were developing rapport
and buy-in with staff members, meeting
facilitation, providing constructive feedback,
student engagement, and training new staff
members.

Training Needs ldentified by Teachers

The topic areas that at least one-third of
teachers identified as important for future
professional development were:

» Differentiated instruction
*  Student engagement

*  Comprehension

A smaller number asked for more training in
using supplemental (24%) and intervention
(31%) programs. While, overall, teachers’
confidence in using data for a variety of tasks
was lower than principals, a small percentage
of teachers requested additional training in
this area.

Technical Assistance

Montana Reading First project staff members
include a program director, four state reading
specialists, and a program assistant. The state
program director oversees the state reading
specialists, and, like the state reading

specialists, spends a good deal of time at the
sites monitoring Reading First implementation
and providing support. The state reading
specialists tailor their technical assistance to
each school based on its individual needs,
identified in their action plans. Following
their visits, they provide the program director
and school with written feedback. In 2007-
2008, state reading specialists also facilitated
many professional development sessions at
the coach and principal meetings, at the
schools, and at the Montana Reading Institute.

Reading First schools received at least three
technical assistance site visits from state
reading specialists. During such visits, the
state reading specialist usually met with the
coach and/or principal, reviewed the Reading
Improvement Plan/Action Plan, conducted
classroom observations, and reviewed
assessment data. Most principals and all
coaches reported the state reading specialists
to be very supportive, trustworthy, and
understanding.

Visits to Schools

In 2007-2008, all Reading First schools
reported that they received at least three
technical assistance site visits from state
reading specialists. Most schools (92%)
received more than four visits from their state
reading specialist, and two-thirds (67%) of
schools were visited more than five times.
Many coaches (82%) reported that the number
of visits was just right, and a small number
(18%) found the visits too few. All coaches
described the visits as helpful, and a majority
(58%) found them “very helpful.” All or many
coaches reported in the survey that during a
typical visit, the state reading specialist:

*  Meets with coach and/or principal
(100%)

* Reviews reading Improvement
Plan/Action Plan (100%)
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* DParticipates in observations/
walkthroughs (92%)

* Reviews assessment data (92%)
*  Shares materials (83%)
*  Reviews documentation (75%)

*  Meets individually with teachers
(75%)

A smaller number of coaches also
reported that the state reading specialist
provided technical assistance (67%),
completed the reading improvement plan
checklist (67%), shared information from
Reading First-related training and
meetings (58%), and provided
professional development to teaching staff
members (50%). When interviewed, one
coach described their school’s visits by the
state reading specialist.:

The state reading specialist has be very helpful;
she is always available to bounce ideas off of;
she comes and visits us with whatever
materials or support we need—helping us with
testing, data analysis, and setting up
intervention groups (Coach)

Surveyed and interviewed coaches, and many
principals, found the state reading specialists
to be very supportive, trustworthy, and
understanding. (Table 3-5). Only one
principal (9%) received conflicting messages

about Reading First from district and state
Reading First staff members. During
interviews, it was common for evaluators to
hear accolades like:

Our state specialist has been great to work
with. She is so professional, yet warm and
personable. She has been very helpful in
quiding us. (Coach)

They are there all the time. We have never
asked for, or requested, something where there
had not been an immediate reply within
minutes. (Principal)

A few principals and coaches, however, had
some concerns about teacher attitudes
towards the state reading specialists. One
coach noted that their state reading specialist
has “worked hard to build positive
relationships with the staff; however, the
resistant teachers still consider her the
‘Reading First Police.””

Other coaches noted that teachers were afraid
of potential criticism or judgment from the
state reading specialist. Some of these
indicated that increased visibility of their state
reading specialist might improve teachers’
perceptions.

Table 3-5
Principals’ and Coaches’ Perceptions of State Readi  ng Specialists
Percent
Agreeing/Strongly Agreeing
Principals Coaches
The state reading specialists’ support and input has been extremely
84 100
valuable.
| trust our state reading specialist with any information—good or bad— 83 100
about our reading program.
Our state reading specialist understands our school, our programs, and
. . . 84 100
culture, and takes that into account when making recommendations.
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CHAPTER FOUR: LEADERSHIP AND SCHOOL-LEVEL STRUCTURES

Building an effective program requires strong
leadership at a variety of levels. Montana
Reading First expects district staff members,
principals, and coaches to provide that
leadership so that Reading First schools can
implement and sustain strong reading
programs.

This chapter examines the roles of these
leaders and the required Reading First school
structures that facilitate implementation on a
daily basis.

The evaluation found that district
coordinators reported strong support from the
state in their implementation of Reading First.
That support included clear expectations and
communication, and appropriate
responsiveness and input. Likewise, schools

reported sufficient support from their districts.

Montana Reading First principals and coaches
continued to fill the roles assigned to them.
Principals conducted walkthroughs, but
challenges remained in finding time to
conduct them and provide feedback as
regularly as they would have liked.
Compared to last year, coaches were spending
the same amount of time coaching, less time
working with data, and more time on
interventions.

Most principals, coaches, and teachers
regularly attended Reading Leadership Team
and grade-level meetings. Data systems
appeared to better established for benchmark
than for progress-monitoring assessments.
Data were used by the majority of staff
members for a variety of tasks; however, they
were used habitually by coaches, less by
teachers, and less still by principals. Teachers’
perception of collaboration and their trust of
colleagues were mixed.

School Districts in Reading First

According to the Reading Improvement Plan,
districts must provide sufficient funding,
monitoring, guidance, professional
development, and staffing to Reading First
schools, as well as make the success of
students in K-3 reading a major part of
elementary principal evaluations. Districts
large enough to do so designate a coordinator
to attend to these expectations. In order to
keep district coordinators up to date with
Reading First, they are invited to attend
principal and coach trainings. Attendance at
site visits by the state program director or
reading specialists is not required, but is
sometimes requested.

Many of the Reading First districts were small,
rural locations. The majority had just one
school participating in Reading First (83%);
slightly fewer had a district coordinator (67%).
Cohort 2 elementary schools in districts that
had a district coordinator averaged

243 students in grades K-3; those schools
without a district coordinator averaged

25 students in grades K-3.

District coordinators wore many hats, also
serving as superintendents, curriculum
directors/specialists, literacy directors/
specialists, and principals. In 20072008, they
spent an average of just over one-quarter
(28%) of their time on Reading First—about
the same amount of time (25%) as was
officially allotted to Reading First in their job
description. This was about double the
amount of time district coordinators spent on
Reading First in the past year. The time
actually spent on Reading First did, however,
vary a great deal across districts, from 5 to

80 percent.
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State Support of Districts

In surveys, district coordinators reported that

state support for their district was very strong.
This view was similar to their perceptions last
year. All of the surveyed district coordinators
agreed that:

» The state’s expectations for Reading
First were clear.

*  The state did a good job of
communicating necessary information
regarding Reading First to district staff
members.

+  State Reading First project staff
members were responsive to their
district’s needs.

*  The state reading specialist’s support
and input was extremely valuable.

Explaining the value of state support, one
coordinator said,

Omn-site visitations from the reading specialist
on a reqular basis are very helpful and provide
a lot of support with struggling or resistant
teachers. In turn, this provides support for the
coach and principal with direction of program
fidelity. (District Coordinator)

District coordinators were more likely to
attend meetings with the Reading First state
reading specialist for their district than to
attend state meetings for coaches, principals,
or district representatives. District
coordinators tended to find these former
meetings more helpful than the latter.

District Support of Schools

Reading First district coordinators reported
providing similar supports for their Reading
First school. They always included:

* Assigning a district “go-to” person
* Providing a DIBELS assessment team

* Analyzing student reading assessment
data

* Managing financial aspects of the
grant

*  Providing professional development
aligned with Reading First

The majority of the districts also supported
their Reading First school by:

*  Providing technical assistance for
Reading First

» Facilitating districtwide Reading First
meetings for coaches and principals

*  Modifying district requirements to be
aligned with Reading First

*  Providing additional funds to support
Reading First

Many principals (82%) agreed their district
provided sufficient support for Reading First,
and few (9%) said messages about reading
from their district conflicted with messages
from Reading First staff members. Interviews
supported this finding.

The district has been very supportive, from the
Board to the superintendent. The Board chair
has supported the program publicly —said he
loves the program and that it’s doing great
things. The superintendent is the same way,
encouraging us and looking at the data to see
what our kids need. (Principal)

A couple of principals mentioned they would
like more funding support from districts.
They realized, however, that districts may not
have the resources to provide this.
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Principals in Reading First

Reading First principals are expected to move
beyond the role of building manager to
become instructional leaders. In Montana
Reading First, this means being actively
involved in discussions and decisions about
teaching and learning; being able to recognize
effective (and ineffective) instruction; and
leading staff members in data analysis. This is
accomplished by conducting walkthroughs of
K-3 reading classrooms; participating in
Reading Leadership Team (RLT) and grade-
level meetings; collecting, analyzing,
interpreting, and using data; and supporting
the reading coach.

Montana Reading First principals continued to
fill the roles assigned to them. They
conducted walkthroughs, but were challenged
in finding time to conduct them as regularly
as they would like and in providing feedback
as frequently as they were conducted. Most
principals regularly attended RLT and grade-
level meetings. While use of data declined
somewhat from last year, it was still a
common practice of most principals. Coaches
appreciated the work of their principals.

Most principals in Montana Reading First
schools were mid-career. They had an
average of nine years experience as principals,
with a range of two to 18 years. While, none
were brand new principals, one was new to
their school. Most had been at their school a
number of years; the average was five years,
with a range of one to 13 years.

In interviews, principals described what the
state expected from them as Reading First
principals. Responses varied, but most
principals mentioned what was expected by
the state—their responsibility to conduct
walkthroughs, attend a variety of meetings
about Reading First, and collect and analyze
data. One principal commented:

I'm expected to go to meetings, defend and
protect reading time. Teachers see me in the
classroom often, and I provide them with
feedback. I also provide continued and
ongoing systemic communication and data
analysis.

Conducting Walkthroughs and Giving
Feedback

Walkthroughs are brief classroom visits
designed to monitor the implementation of
Reading First during the reading block.
During walkthroughs, principals observe
teachers’ instructional practices so that
afterwards they can provide feedback aimed
at improving instruction.

Principals are equipped to conduct
walkthroughs, but are challenged finding time
to conduct them and provide feedback
afterwards. All surveyed principals agreed
they were very comfortable observing teachers
and providing constructive feedback.
Furthermore, most interviewed principals said
they used checklists during their observations
in order to track what happened in the
classroom and make suggestions for
improvement.

All teachers reported their principal visited
their classroom at least once during the year,
either for a quick walkthrough or for a longer
observation. The majority of teachers (74%)
said the principal visited at least once a
month; 22 percent said it occurred at least
weekly (see Figure 4-1).

Like last year, fewer teachers reported
receiving feedback than having their reading
block observed. Just 34 percent of teachers
reported their principal gave feedback at least
once a month; 8 percent received it at least
weekly.
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Regardless of the frequency of feedback, the
majority of teachers (68%) said the feedback
they received from their principal was
“usually” or “always” helpful; one in seven
teachers reported it was “never” or “rarely”
helpful.

Challenges to providing this level of
instructional leadership were noted in several
areas, in particular buy-in, time, and teacher
resistance. While many interviewed
principals felt walkthroughs should be a high
priority, none of the interviewed principals
said the primary purpose of walkthroughs
was to give instructional feedback (although
one mentioned that the coach addressed
instructional practice). Rather, the importance
of walkthroughs was to improve morale and
show support for Reading First:

For me, the priority for walkthroughs is very
high. Principals should be in and out of
classrooms all the time. Then the teachers are
not intimidated, but comfortable.
Walkthroughs are good for staff relations.
(Principal)

Furthermore, two-fifths of principals agreed
that Reading First put excessive emphasis on
the involvement of the principal in
instructional matters.

s and Feedback

When asked about challenges, several
interviewed principals indicated they had
difficulty finding the time to do
walkthroughs. One principal commented:

The hardest thing is getting into classes
everyday. There are a lot of things to do. They
are not any more important than being in
classroom; however, it is difficult to be in the
classroom everyday. (Principal)

Finally, several principals discussed their
difficulties working with resistant teachers.

Attitude is the most challenging part of this—
having to change teachers’ attitudes. Not all
teachers buy into the program, and if they
don’t, we don’t have fidelity. I'm losing
teachers who don’t like the program.
(Principal)

Attending Meetings

The majority of principals attended school-
level meetings related to Reading First, and
found RLT and grade-level meetings a good
use of their time. In terms of RLT meetings,
the majority of principals (78%) said they
always attended them, and the remainder said
they did so often; this represented an increase
from last year. In interviews, most principals
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said RLT meetings were a good use of their
time. One principal explained a strategy for
making them more useful:

RLT meetings are absolutely a good use of
time. In the meetings, we start with
celebrations about the last two weeks —
especially encouraging sign—then the
complaining is gone. This sets the tone. We
have an agenda, but we usually run out of
time. Supportive teachers go back and report
to all of the teachers at their grade level.
(Principal)

Overall, half of all teachers reported their
principal “usually” or “always” attended
grade-level meetings. However, attendance
varied by school. In a third of schools, the
majority of teachers (92%) said their principal
“usually” or “always” attended these
meetings; in a quarter, no teachers said the
principal “usually” or “always” attended. A
couple of the schools with low reports of
principal’s attendance were especially small
schools.

In interviews, principals who attended grade-
level meetings said they were a good use of
their time. Several noted that these meetings
improved morale in their school; for example:

Yes, grade-level meetings are a good use of
principal time. I need to know about decisions
that are made and changes in progress. Also,
my presence will keep attitudes in check
around issues that might come up. It’s an
important way to support the reading coach.
(Principal)

Most of the principals who did not attend said
they would like to but did not have time.

Principal Trust

Research with measures of teacher trust of
principals has shown trust to be highly
correlated with student achievement (Bryk &
Schneider, 2002). Several findings related to

principal trust in Montana Reading First were
revealed and are worth noting. First, teachers
who were observed by principals at least once
a month had significantly higher levels of
principal trust compared to those who were
visited less than once a month (scale scores of
3.7 compared to 2.9). There was a similar
pattern for principal feedback; teachers who
were given feedback by principals at least
once a month had higher levels of principal
trust (4.2) compared to those who were given
feedback less frequently (3.2). Finally,
teachers who said their principal “usually” or
“always” attended grade-level meetings had
significantly higher levels of principal trust
compared to those whose principal attended
less frequently (scale scores of 3.2 compared to
2.9). These findings may be useful in
encouraging principals to regularly observe
and provide feedback to all K-3 teachers and
attend grade-level meetings.

Using Data

Montana Reading First emphasizes that
principals lead data analysis at their school.
As shown in Table 4-1, principals reported
high data use, but this data use declined
slightly from last year. One exception to this
trend was principals’ use of data to look at
schoolwide trends, which increased
considerably.

For the most part, surveyed principals
reported they were confident using data.
More than 90 percent agreed they were
confident in their ability to use data to:

* Identify professional development
* Lead teachers in discussions

¢ Understand student achievement
trends across their school
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Table 4-1
Principal Use of Data

The principal uses reading assessment data

Percent of Principals
Agreeing/Strongly Agreeing

when...

2006-2007 2007-2008
Communicating with teachers about their students. 92 83
Communicating with teachers about their
) ; 69 58
instruction.
Making decisions about student grouping. 85 73
Making decisions about matching students to the 85 82
appropriate interventions.
Looking at schoolwide (K-3) trends. 77 92

Most (more than 80%) were also confident in
their ability to use data to make staff
assignments and identify teacher weaknesses.
A few (17%) said they would like more
training on identifying teacher strengths and
weaknesses and understanding student
achievement trends across their school.

In interviews, coaches had mixed views of
how effectively principals led their school in
data use. Some coaches praised their
principals.

Data is posted in the building. Everyone
knows it and owns it. The principal presents
it to the district, parents, and public. (Coach)

However, other coaches said their principal
was not at all involved in using data. In some
cases, the coach or a specialist from the district
led the school in data discussions.

Supporting Coaches

In interviews, almost all coaches said their
principals provided support for Reading First
and support for the role of the coach. All
coaches who said they received this support
found it very helpful. In a typical comment
one coach said,

I get great support from the principal. We
communicate frequently; that’s the key to
what makes it work well. The principal
values my opinion and makes that known to

the teachers. Originally, I took too much on
in the reading coach position. The state
specifically outlines the roles of principal
and coach, which is very helpful. (Coach)

In addition, coach interviews mentioned all
the state-designated roles of principals. These
included comments from coaches indicating
that principals attended meetings, used data
to make decisions, and conducted
walkthroughs.

Coaches in Reading First

A reading coach’s role in a Reading First
school is to support teachers, both in and out
of the classroom. Coaches observe and model
in the classroom; provide feedback to teachers;
coordinate and ensure fidelity of the
administration of assessments; schedule and
monitor interventions; assist in progress-
monitoring; provide professional
development to teachers and
paraprofessionals in group and individual
settings; plan and facilitate meetings; organize
and provide materials; serve as resources for
school staff members; and with the principal,
analyze, interpret, and use data to determine
and support the needs of teachers and
students. Data regarding how coaches
provide professional development are
reported in Chapter 3: Professional
Development and Technical Assistance.

This section describes the background and
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expectations of coaches, as well as how
coaches fulfill these expectations.

After three years of implementation, coaches’
roles appeared to be better defined and
understood. This year, the general
distribution of coaches” work load was similar
to last year, except that coaches spent more
time on interventions and less time on data
and assessments.

Most coaches in Montana Reading First (85%)
were coaching full time, and one school had
two reading coaches. Most coaches had three
years of experience coaching and the same
number of years experience coaching at their
school. Years of coaching experience ranged
from two to seven years. Coaches had many
more years of experience as teachers at their
current school—an average of seven years,

with a range of three to 20. In addition,
58 percent held master’s degrees in reading or
in another area of education.

Coaches’ Work Load

In Montana, coaches and teachers understood
that coaches work to support the
implementation of the program and the
engagement of teachers. Many coaches (74%)
said their role was clearly defined (an increase
from 58 percent last year) and most (84%)
agreed that most teachers at their school
understood their role (a 26 percentage point
increase from last year).

Most coaches worked more than 40 hours per
week; on average, they worked 48 hours
(similar to last year). As shown in Table 4-2,
coaches spent their time on a variety of tasks.

Table 4-2
Percent of Time Spent on Coaching Tasks

2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008
One-on-one coaching (K-3) 12 21 19
Group coaching (K-3) 3 4 6
Coaching out-of-grade 5 5
Subtotal: Coaching 20 31 30
,:s;zigsisnt]zrril?sg/coordinating 11 8 6
Managing data (entering, charting) 7 8 6
Using/interpreting data 7 8 6
Subtotal: Data & Assessment 25 24 18
Planning interventions 6 5 9
Providing interventions directly 10 13 13
Subtotal: Interventions 17 18 22
Planning for/attending meetings 11 8 9
Attending professional development 4 4 5
Paperwork 13 8 9
Unrelated (subbing, bus duty, etc.) 10 7 7
Subtotal: Other 38 26 30

Note: Numbers may not add to 100% due to rounding.
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They were most frequently involved in one-
on-one coaching and providing interventions.
Compared to last year, this year coaches spent
more time on interventions and less time on
data and assessments. This later finding
correlates with the state’s goal to continue to
move this aspect of Reading First into the
hands of the principal and/or the RLT.

In interviews, coaches confirmed that they
were spending time on the variety of
activities shown in Table 4-2. Their
perceptions of how their roles changed over
the past year, however, had more to do with
changes in their schools than with changes
in state directives. For example, one coach
had more new teachers in 2006-2007 and
fewer in 2007-2008; as a result, she said she
spent less time coaching teachers and more
time leading professional development and
working with students.

School Structures in Reading First

Principals and coaches are responsible for
creating structures that reinforce and solidify
the components of Reading First. RLT, grade-
level meetings, and assessment systems are all
structures that support staff members’
discussions and use of reading research and
materials, instructional practices, and use of
assessment data. These structures also
contribute to a collaborative culture in which

teachers and principals share decision making.

This section explores these structures and the
extent to which collaborative cultures with
shared decision-making have been
established.

Positive perceptions of RLT and grade-level
meetings increased over last year, with more
principals and coaches reporting these
meetings were a good use of their time. Data
use in Reading First schools appeared to
remain high. Teachers” perception of
collaboration in schools and their trust of
colleagues, however, were mixed.

Reading Leadership Teams

All Montana Reading First schools are
required to have a RLT whose members
represent the K-3 staff. The team is supposed
to meet once a month and is responsible for
providing leadership by making data-based
recommendations and decisions regarding the
program’s goals and activities, including
professional development, the school’s
reading programs, and interventions. The
data suggest that this vision was met at most
schools, which indicates improvement over
last year.

*  The majority of schools (92%, or
11 schools) had a functioning RLT
which included the coach, principal,
and representatives of each grade
level in K-3.

*  Most teams (six schools) met at least
once a month; some (three schools)
met every other month; and a couple
met once or a few times a year.

Coaches reported the topics they typically
discussed at RLT meetings. These topics were
in-line with state goals for RLT meetings, and
included:

*  Schoolwide reading assessment data
and scheduling (10 schools)

* Information from state Reading First
meetings (nine schools)

+ Student-level reading assessment
data, grouping, and interventions
(eight schools)

*  Sustainability (eight schools)

Survey data also shows that RLT meetings
were better appreciated by school staff
members than they were last year. Most
principals (73%) said that Reading First would
not run smoothly without the RLT (compared
to 46% last year). Half of the coaches shared
this view (compared to 25% last year).
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RLT Meetings Were a Good Use of Time

Similarly, as shown in Figure 4-2, most
coaches and principals, and an increased
percentage of teachers, reported that attending
RLT meetings was a good use of their time.

Some coach interviews confirmed the survey
findings, indicating RLT meetings were
appreciated more this year than last.

We have a great team on the RLT. We meet
bi-monthly at 7:30 AM; the agenda is set and
the meetings are very productive. Teachers
know what’s coming up in the next forty-five
minutes and they stick to the agenda. The
principal sets the tone at the beginning with
positive experiences and celebrations. We have
a wonderful group, with even a parent, which
has been a key to sustainability. (Coach)

Several coaches, however, said in interviews
that their school did not really have an RLT,
per se. Instead, they said staff meetings in
their small schools served the purpose of RLT
meetings, so that all teachers could participate
in decision making.

Grade-level meetings

Grade-level meetings are a time for teachers to
collaborate on Reading First implementation.
Teachers reported attending these meetings
fairly frequently. Most (85%) said meetings
occurred twice a month. An additional

12 percent said meetings occurred once a
month.

As previously reported, half of the teachers
reported their principal “usually” or “always”
attended grade-level meetings. A higher
percentage of teachers (80%) said their coach
“usually” or “always” did.

Teachers reported they discussed a variety of
topics during grade-level meetings. Topics
discussed by the largest percentages of
teachers included assessment data (85%) and
interventions (72%). Two-thirds of teachers
also reported discussing:

* Instructional strategies
*  Grouping

*  Problem-solving for individual students
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Survey data also showed that appreciation for
grade-level meetings increased from last year.
As shown in Figure 4-3, larger percentages of
coaches, principals, and teachers said these
meetings were a good use of their time.

In interviews, virtually all teachers praised
their grade-level team meetings. They said
they were a time to talk about student needs
and share strategies.

In grade-level meetings, we’re able to
determine what reading ability the kids are at,
look at reading goals, and decide from there
what would help them better reach their goals.
That way we know what students are at upper
and lower levels, and where kids need to move
in groups. We also find out what other
teachers are doing in their classrooms.
(Teacher)

We have a great bunch of teachers who have a
good level of teaching experience in Reading
First. We can pick their brains and add to our
experience too. (Teacher)

Assessment Data

In the Reading First model, the use of student
assessment data is an integral part of a
school’s reading program. Staff members are
expected to use data to drive instruction and
make decisions. All schools were required to
use the DIBELS assessment as a benchmark
measure, three times a year (fall, winter, and

spring).

In addition, schools use other instruments,
including DIBELS progress-monitoring and
core reading program assessments on a
regular basis to monitor academic progress.
State Reading First project staff members
regularly model and discuss the analysis and
use of data at coach and principal meetings
and during visits by state reading specialists.
Principals and coaches are expected to do the
same at RLT and grade-level meetings at their
schools. Organized systems for
administering, analyzing, and sharing the
results of these assessments were in place at
all schools (100%), according to coaches.
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Benchmark assessments continued to be
appropriately administered by assessment
teams. Progress-monitoring of intensive and
strategic students is occurring as frequently as
expected, but the extent to which this task has
been fully transitioned to teachers is
questionable.

Benchmark assessment administration.
Benchmark assessments were the
responsibility of trained assessment teams;
teachers could not administer benchmark
assessments to their own students. As was the
case last year, the reading coach administered
benchmark assessments at all schools; at some
schools, teams also included paraprofessionals
and/or specialists.

All coaches said they were confident that all
members of the benchmark assessment team
thoroughly understood the administration
and scoring of the DIBELS; this represented a
15 percentage point increase from last year. In
interviews, coaches also confirmed there were
no major problems with administration and
scoring.

Progress-monitoring administration.
Progress monitoring involves the
administration of on-going assessments.
School staff members use these assessments to
make decisions about instruction, student
grouping, and interventions.

By the end of 2006-2007, teachers were to
assume responsibility for progress-monitoring
their own students. In 2007-2008, coaches in
almost all schools (92%) reported that K-3
teachers regularly administered progress-
monitoring assessments; they were assisted by
coaches in about half (58%) of these schools.
Many teachers (79%) said they did all or most
of the progress monitoring for their reading
students. An additional 14 percent said they
administered some. The majority of those
administering these assessments (90%) agreed
they were very confident in their ability to do
s0.

In Montana, progress monitoring of intensive
students is expected to occur two to four times
a month, strategic students should be
progress-monitored less frequently (2-3 times
a month), and low benchmark students should
be monitored monthly. Monitoring for
intensive and strategic students was carried
out as expected. According to coaches, all
schools monitored intensive students at least
every two weeks, and strategic students at
least every four weeks. Coaches reported that
benchmark students (regardless of low or high
status) were monitored less frequently. Some
were monitored at least every four weeks
(33%), but most were progress monitored less
often (59%), and some never (8%). These
reports were identical to those from last year.

Survey data showed that teachers appear to
have the primary responsibility for
administering progress-monitoring
assessments, and that strategic and intensive
students appear to be monitored frequently.
However, in interviews, coaches uniformly
said their schools did not have enough
support for progress monitoring. For
example:

I have turned it over to the teachers, and the
teachers are not doing it. They ask their aides
to do it. I think the teachers need to do the
progress-monitoring testing—at least for half
of their kids. (Coach)

There is a huge push to make sure progress
monitoring is done as it should be and done as
frequently as necessary. It’s hard for teachers
to come up with the time. (Coach)

Data Use

Montana Reading First emphasizes that
principals lead data analysis at their schools.
Teachers and coaches are expected to work
with data frequently as well. Principal use of
data was discussed previously in this chapter.
Overall, principals’ use of data, while still high
in most areas, decreased from last year; the

Center for Research, Evaluation, and Assessment 33



majority of teachers and coaches continue to
use data regularly for many tasks.

Most teachers (82%) reported they looked at
data at least two to three times a month. This
was, as were the areas where they used it,
similar to last year:

* Identifying which students need
interventions (92% of teachers
“usually” or “always” used data to
do so)

*  Monitoring the progress of students in
interventions (90% of teachers)

*  Matching students to the appropriate
interventions (88% of teachers)

*  Grouping students into small
instructional groups within their
classrooms (88%)

The majority of teachers also said they used
data to communicate with colleagues about
reading instruction and student needs (81%),
to look at schoolwide trends (75%), and to
modify lessons from the core program (68%).

As might be expected by their frequent use of
data, teachers’ confidence in data use was
very high. More than 90 percent agreed they
were confident administering progress-
monitoring assessments and using data to
group students and plan small-group
instruction. Many (83%) also reported
confidence in their ability to diagnose a
student’s specific reading needs using
reading-assessment data, although some
(15%) said they wanted more professional
development in this area. Fewer (71%) were
confident in their ability to use data to
understand student-achievement trends
across their school.

Similar to teachers, coaches also used data
frequently. All coaches said they used data
when:

+ Communicating with teachers about
their students

* Identifying which students need
interventions

*  Matching struggling students to the
correct interventions for their needs

*  Monitoring student progress in
interventions

* Looking at K-3 trends

The smallest percentage of coaches (50%)
reported they used data when modifying
lessons from the core program; however, this
may be because they have been discouraged
from modifying their core or are satisfied with
their core and, therefore, rarely modify it.
These findings about coaches’ use of data are
similar to findings last year.

Although most teachers and coaches use data
frequently, coaches had mixed views about
whether their school used data to its full
potential. In interviews, coaches typically
reported the need to improve data use, even
when they said their school was using data
fairly frequently.

Teachers are getting pieces of it; probably they
missed some of it at meetings, but they are
learning. (Coach)

There’s always room for improvement. (Coach)

Collaborative Culture

In 2007-2008 teachers, coaches, and principals
had mixed views of collaboration at their
schools. Virtually all principals (92%) said
their school had a collaborative culture (an
increase from last year). However,
percentages of coaches and teachers agreeing
their school had a collaborative culture
declined. About two-thirds of coaches (59%)
and teachers (63%) said their school was
collaborative. Perceptions varied by school.
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Trust is one of the components needed for
collaboration, and teacher reports showed that
trust was also mixed in schools. As shown in
Table 4-3, teachers’ trust of coaches was
generally higher than their trust of principals
and other teachers. Analysis of survey data
also shows that teachers who said their school
had a collaborative culture were more likely to
trust other teachers in their school (scale
scores of 3.8 compared to 2.9%).

There was a similar pattern for coach and
principal trust. Teachers who agreed their
school had a collaborative culture had higher
principal trust (3.8) compared to those who
did not (3.0), and these same teachers also had
higher coach trust (4.0) compared to those
who did not (3.5).

Table 4-3
Teachers’ Perceptions of School Staff Members
The principal... Pgrcent of Teachers .
Agreeing/Strongly Agreeing

Takes an interest in the professional development of teachers. 65

Makes clear to the staff his or her expectations for meeting instructional goals. 59
Carefully tracks student academic progress. 53
Communicates a clear vision for our school. 50

The coach...

Is a knowledgeable resource about reading research and practices. 86

Is an ally in helping me improve my instruction, even when providing critical feedback. 77

Has helped me become more reflective about my teaching practice. 66

Has increased my understanding of how children learn to read. 62
Teachers at this schooal...

Really care about each other. 66

Respect those colleagues who are experts at their craft. 64

Think it is 0.k. to discuss feelings, worries, and frustrations with other teachers. 57

Respect other teachers who take the lead in school improvement efforts. 55

Trust each other. 55

5 The principal trust scale was derived from four survey
items in which teachers responded 1 as “strongly
disagree,” 2 as “disagree,” 3 as “neither agree nor
disagree,” 4 as “agree,” and 5 as “strongly agree.”
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CHAPTER FIVE: INSTRUCTION AND INTERVENTIONS

The goal of Reading First is to have all
children read at grade level by the end of third
grade. To that end, all of the structures
discussed in the previous chapters —
professional development, leadership, and
assessment systems — ultimately support what
happens in the classroom. The following
instructional components are expected in all
Montana Reading First classrooms:

*  Delivery of reading instruction in an
uninterrupted, 90-minute reading
block

* Use of a core reading program based
on scientific research on reading

* Focus on the five, essential
components of reading

» Differentiated instruction that meets
the needs of the students

Furthermore, good instruction should always
include:

e (Clear lessons that scaffold instruction

*  Monitoring and the provision of clear
and meaningful feedback to students

* Strong and consistent classroom
management and high student
engagement

Finally, for students needing additional
support:

e Data-based interventions, delivered
outside of the reading block

Like last year, principals and coaches
overwhelming believed that reading
instruction had improved noticeably (100%); a
smaller proportion of teachers (82%) agreed as
well (this proportion was smaller compared to
last year). However, in one-quarter of schools,

at least 30 percent of the teachers did not agree
that reading instruction had improved
noticeably.

This chapter describes the classroom-related
aspects of Reading First, exploring the extent
to which they impacted the delivery of
instruction in Montana.

The evaluation found that the majority of the
reading blocks (85%) were of appropriate
length and were uninterrupted.

Most school staff members were satisfied with
their core program and understood Montana
Reading First’s expectations for fidelity and
use of approved modifications, including
lesson maps and templates.

Nearly all of the observed instruction focused
on the five components of reading.
Instruction in phonemic awareness and
phonics appeared to be appropriately targeted
to students. A variety of strategies were
observed in the development of fluency.
Comprehension lessons for older students
included the use of questions that relied on
both recall and higher-order thinking skills.
Vocabulary lessons were not frequently
observed.

Furthermore, almost all of the observed
lessons were clear; the vast majority included
the use of appropriate modeling or guided
questions and opportunities to practice
meaningful skills. In the majority of
classrooms, teachers monitored student
understanding and adjusted the lesson and
provided feedback. Student engagement was
strong in half of the observed classrooms.

Limited differentiated instruction occurred
regularly during the reading block. Teachers
were better able to do so when they had
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supports such as walk-to-read (WTR),
paraprofessional help, and small groups. One
in five teachers reported having no access to
paraprofessional support and an inability to
use small groups; almost all of these teachers
indicated they did not differentiate during the
reading block. Interview data did provide
evidence of differentiation occurring outside
of the reading block during universal access
time.

Principals” and coaches” perceptions of their
ability to meet the needs of American Indian
students were more positive than those of
teachers; staff members in schools with higher
American Indian enrollments were more
positive than those with no, or limited,
American Indian enrollments.

About half of all cohort 2 students were
provided interventions during the 2007-2008
school year. While this represents a decrease
in the proportion served last year, two-thirds
of coaches (representing an increase over last
year) reported their school was serving all of
their struggling readers in interventions.

Interventions materials were reported to meet
the needs of all students by most coaches, but
by a smaller proportion of teachers. The
majority of interventions were delivered to
groups of less than seven students, with an
average group size of five students.
Interventions were provided most frequently
by paraprofessionals and teachers; however
the staffing and training of intervention
providers continued to present challenges in
schools.

The 90-Minute Reading Block

In Montana Reading First, the delivery of
reading instruction in first through third
grade is expected to occur in a 90-minute,
uninterrupted block. Kindergarten students
in full-day programs should also receive

90 minutes of reading instruction; those in

half-day programs should receive 60 minutes
of reading instruction.

The majority of the reading blocks (85%) were
of appropriate length and were uninterrupted.
One full-day kindergarten reading block was
shorter than expected. About half of the
kindergarten reading blocks were interrupted,
one school reported interrupted reading
blocks in grades other than kindergarten.

All coaches reported that instruction to first-,
second- and third-grade students occurred in
reading blocks that were at least 90 minutes
long. The majority of schools with full-day
kindergartens offered 90 minutes of reading
instruction (91%); half of the schools with half-
day kindergarten programs offered 90-minute
reading blocks; all offered at least a 60-minute
block.

The data suggest that the reading block was,
for the most part, uninterrupted. In first
through third grades, almost all reading
blocks were uninterrupted (100%, 92%, and
92% respectively). The majority of the
kindergarten reading blocks were
uninterrupted (33% of the half-day programs
and 70% of the full-day programs).

Interruptions to the reading block were never
observed during site visits. The majority of
teachers (78%) reported never needing to use
the reading block to work on non-reading
instruction or tasks; most of the remaining
teachers said they only did so once or a few
times a year (15%).
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The Core Reading Program
and Its Use

Montana Reading First schools were required
to adopt a core reading program for their
school. Once adopted, the core informs the
majority of instruction during the 90-minute
reading block. State-approved materials and
modifications can supplement the use of the
core curriculum.

All schools used an approved core program,
and, overall, the majority of school staff
members were satisfied with it (Figure 5-1).
However, compared to previous years, a
smaller proportion of principals and coaches
were satisfied; the proportion of teachers
expressing satisfaction was similar to 2005-
2006. In one-quarter of schools, half of the
teachers were not satisfied with the core
program.

Many interviewed teachers commented
positively on their core programs, indicating
that students were learning to read earlier and
that reading instruction was consistent.
Teachers who were less satisfied with the
program felt it did not meet the visual or

kinesthetic needs of all children, that pacing
was sometimes problematic, and that some
materials were not developmentally
appropriate.

Use of Core Reading Program

Montana Reading First expects teachers to use
the materials that constitute the core program.
These—in conjunction with lesson maps,
pacing guides, and templates—help teachers
ensure the most pertinent pieces of the
curriculum are addressed in the classroom,
that their instruction is explicit and
standardized, that they move forward in a
timely manner, and that students are provided
ample practice to build skills while being
highly engaged.

Most coaches and teachers clearly understood
these expectations. In the majority of the
classrooms (78%) evaluators observed the
presence and/or use of the teaching manual.
In all of the classrooms where the manual was
not observed, it was still clear to the evaluator
that the core program was being used. In two
classrooms, teachers included other activities
not included in the core; in the first, the
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teacher used the words from the template
lesson in a dictionary skill-building activity,
and, in the second, the teacher implemented a
readers’ theater activity.

The use of templates was frequently observed;
evaluators witnessed them in 61 percent of the
observed classrooms.

In regard to fidelity to the program and
modifications, schools were basically on the
same page as the state. All of the interviewed
teachers indicated they understood they were
to follow the curriculum, deviating only to
include lesson maps and templates as
instructed. Asreported by interviewed
coaches, in most cases, few modifications were
made to the core curriculum. Again, common
modifications included the use of lesson maps
and templates. Several coaches also
mentioned strategies to increase student
engagement or increased attention to fluency,
comprehension, or writing. One coach
commented:

Teachers follow lesson maps, which may
finesse the core program. They do all the
templates, but they may modify the order.
(Coach)

One coach reported that teachers made many
modifications to the core to ensure the
students received direct instruction; in this
case no modifications were considered
inappropriate. However, the majority of
coaches noted a variety of inappropriate
modifications that included: teachers
implementing lessons unrelated to reading,
such as art or math projects; not following the
core script—omitting key pieces (partner
reading) or adding objectives not there; and
inappropriate monitoring, such as ignoring
student mistakes or moving on when students
had not mastered the materials.

Instruction in the Five Components

In its influential report, the National Reading
Panel (2000) identified five essential
components of reading instruction—phonemic
awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and
comprehension. These five components have
become the centerpiece of Reading First,
providing focus to teacher professional
development and a way for schools to think
about the different types of knowledge and
skills that students need in order to read
successfully.

In spring 2008, evaluators visited six Montana
Reading First schools. At each of these
schools, they observed three randomly
selected K-3 classrooms during the reading
block. In total, 18 classrooms were observed;
one-third of the observations were of
kindergarten classrooms and the fewest were
of third-grade classrooms (17%). As in
previous years, evaluators spent between

20 and 30 minutes in each classroom. These
observations helped to provide a picture of the
delivery of reading instruction in the
classroom.

Nearly all of the instruction in the observed
classrooms focused on the five components of
reading. Instruction in phonemic awareness
and phonics appeared to be appropriately
targeted to students (i.e., in the lower grades).
A variety of strategies were used in the
development of fluency. Comprehension and
vocabulary were areas of focus at the state
level; while comprehension was witnessed at
all grade levels, vocabulary work was seldom
observed by evaluators. Teachers most
frequently assessed older students’
comprehension by using recall questions and
requiring them to use their higher-order
thinking skills. Evaluators rarely observed
instances of instruction characterized as
“problematic.”
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Phonemic Awareness

Phonemic awareness is the ability to hear and
manipulate individual sounds, or phonemes
within words, as well as the recognition that
altering phonemes changes the word. For
example, the word ‘cat’ consists of the three
sounds /k/ /a/ and /t/. Removing the phoneme
/k/ and substituting /b/ in its place yields a
new word, ‘bat.’

According to the National Reading Panel,
most students require no more than 20 hours
of phonemic awareness instruction, usually in
kindergarten or the beginning of first grade
(2000). Phonemic awareness instruction was
only observed in kindergarten and first-grade
classrooms. The one first-grade classroom
where phonemic awareness instruction was
observed was a self-contained classroom with
students of mixed instructional levels. When
phonemic awareness was observed, it was
briefly addressed.

Phonics

Phonics instruction aims to teach students
about the relationship between the phonemes
(sounds) they hear in words and the
graphemes (letters) they see written on the
page. Early phonics lessons beginning in
kindergarten typically involve students
learning about letter-sound correspondences.
They quickly progress to reading simple,
decodable text. As they advance, students
learn there are multiple ways to represent
some sounds and sometimes single sounds are
represented by a combination of multiple
letters.

About three-quarters of the observed lessons
contained phonics instruction (72%). Phonics
instruction was observed in every
kindergarten and first-grade classroom; it was
observed in fewer second- (40%) and third-
grade (33%) classrooms. Kindergarten and
first-grade teachers also devoted more
classroom time to phonics instruction than did

second- and third-grade teachers, for whom
phonics instruction consisted of briefer
activities.

Templates were most often seen during
phonics instruction.

Fluency

Reading fluency refers to the ability to process
text smoothly, without having to
painstakingly decode each word encountered.
Thus, fluency includes considerations of
speed, accuracy, and phrasing (prosody).
Fluency in reading is important because only
as students come to read more fluently can
they focus their attention on making meaning
out of larger blocks of text.

Evaluators observed fluency work in about
two-fifths of the visited classrooms (39%). It
was observed most frequently in third grade,
followed by first grade and kindergarten;
fluency was observed less frequently in
second-grade classrooms (20%). Fluency work
included rereading familiar text; individual,
partner, and choral reading; and the modeling
of fluent reading. Teachers encouraged
students to read fluently by clapping as
students read and signaling for punctuation.

Vocabulary

The National Reading Panel (2000) noted that
knowledge of vocabulary and sufficient
background information to comprehend are
essential to successful reading. While the
direct instruction of particular vocabulary
words is one way to help students increase
their vocabularies, by itself this approach is
not sufficient to support the learning of the
many words students need to acquire. In
addition, they need to learn to identify and
interpret word parts to develop an ability to
ascertain meaning from context and, as Beck
(2002) pointed out, to create a heightened
awareness of the words used in speech and
writing all around them.
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Several interviewed coaches reported that a
Montana Reading First area of focus for the
year was strengthening vocabulary.
Instruction in vocabulary was observed in two
second-grade classrooms. In both, the
teachers spent time with the words and
considered context clues, base words, and/or
endings. Interviewed coaches also reported
the increased use of “user-friendly
definitions,” “fast-map words,” and “quick
explanations that do not interfere with the
story.” One coach commented:

Teachers struggle with vocabulary (it shows
in a lot of tests). Reading First drives them
to look at data and see what the issues are.
(Coach)

Another coach admitted that some changes in
these areas were planned, but had yet to be
implemented.

Comprehension

The ultimate goal of all reading instruction is
to enable students to better comprehend the
meanings, explicit and implicit, embedded in
a wide variety of texts. This means that
students need to learn, among other things, to
pay attention to, and think about, what they
read; extract the main idea; identify important
supporting details; and relate the text to their
own personal experience and from other
books.

Comprehension was another area of focus for
Montana Reading First this year. Over half of
the observed lessons (56%) had a
comprehension focus. Comprehension was
observed in all of the third-grade classrooms,
in the majority of the second-grade classrooms
(60%), in half of the first-grade classroom:s,
and in one-third of the kindergarten
classrooms.

Asking recall questions and questions that
required students to use higher-order thinking
skills were the most common way for teachers

to assess comprehension (33% each). Recall
questions were most frequently asked of third-
grade students; older students were most
often asked to use higher-order-thinking
skills. Other observed comprehension
techniques included retell questions, look-
back citations, summarizing, and making
connections. Many lessons (60%)
incorporated multiple comprehension
strategies, such as retell questions, those
requiring higher-order-thinking skills, and
predictions.

Differentiated Instruction and
Grouping

Montana Reading First expects all students’
instructional needs to be met. This occurs by
differentiating instruction with a good balance
between whole-group and small-group work.
In Montana, a state with a high population of
American Indian students, it means attending
to their needs as well.

This section describes strategies for increasing
differentiation, including using WTR (a
practice where students leave their homeroom
and walk to a classroom for reading
instruction with other students at the same
instructional level); paraprofessional support;
and small groups in Montana Reading First
classrooms. While the section focuses on the
extent to which differentiation occurs during
the reading block, it should be noted that the
eleven core programs used in Montana
Reading First approach differentiation in
diverse ways. Some include small-group
work during the block and others address
individual needs during intervention or
universal access time outside of the reading
block. The section ends with a discussion of
how well Reading First is meeting the needs of
American Indian students.

Limited differentiation of instruction occurred
during the reading block; in some cases it
occurred outside the reading block during
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periods such as “universal access time.” Over
one-half of surveyed teachers (57%) indicated
that they were able to provide differentiated
instruction at least weekly during the 90-
minute block; two-thirds of these did so daily.
As expected, the factors that contributed to
their ability to differentiate included WTR,
paraprofessional support, and use of small-
group instruction.

As described below, these elements (or a
combination thereof) occurred in many, but
not all, classrooms (see Figure 5-2).

Figure 5-2
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Walk to Read. The majority of the schools
utilized WTR; 30 percent of schools used it for
all or nearly all of their K-3 classes, and an
additional 50 percent used it in some classes.
Data collected from classroom observations
were similar (35% of the observed classrooms
used WTR). As a result, half of the teachers
(52%) describing their classrooms as
homogenous.

In corroboration of these data, half of the
interviewed coaches reported that
differentiation was occurring primarily as a
result of WTR. For example:

We do walk to read; we don’t need to
differentiate because all the kids are on the
same playing field. (Coach)

Support from paraprofessionals. One-third of
all teachers (36%) reported regular, daily
paraprofessional support in their classroom
during the reading block; the majority of these
teachers were in heterogeneous classrooms.
While half of all teachers (51%) never received
paraprofessional support, the majority of these
were in homogeneous classrooms.

Small-group instruction. Daily, small-group
instruction during the reading block was
provided by 47 percent of teachers. Another
11 percent used small groups at least weekly.
In contrast, one-third of teachers did not (or
rarely) use small-group instruction. This latter
statistic might be partially explained by
interview data. Some interviewed coaches
said that differentiation through small group
instruction was not part of their core program.
In these cases, differentiation occurred outside
the reading block time (e.g., during universal
access time). For example one coach
explained:

We don’t really do that [differentiated
instruction] that much. It is done during
universal access time. We don’t have to do it
because small enough groups are achieved for
universal access; teachers have enough people
to get small groups (we use aides/specialists to
provide those small groups). (Coach)

One in five classroom teachers (21%) taught in
classrooms without paraprofessional support
and did not use small groups (the average
class size of these homogenous classrooms
was 15 students; that of the heterogeneous
classrooms was 19 students). Almost all of
these (96%) indicated they were unable to
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regularly differentiate during the 90-minute
block.

American Indian students. Over one-third of
all Montana’s Reading First students were
Native American (35%). Overall, principals’
and coaches’ perceptions about school
capacity to meet the needs of American Indian
students were more positive than teachers’.

However, nearly across the board, staff
members in schools with higher American
Indian enrollments were more positive (see
Table 5-1).

Table 5-1

Staff Members’ Perceptions of Reading First and Ame

* The reading materials used were aligned
to the needs of American Indian students

* Teachers were equipped to meet the needs

of their American Indian students

Elements of Reading First that interviewed

coaches and teachers felt contributed to

American Indian students’ success included
interventions, flexible groups, fidelity of
instruction, and consistency. On the other

rican Indian Students

Percent of Schools

i 0,

Survey Item Percent of Wlth at L.east 20%

All Schools American Indian Enroliment

Principals | Coaches | Teachers Principals | Coaches | Teachers

Our Reading First program is doing an
excellent job meeting the needs of our 75 75 43 72 100 74
American Indian students
| believe that Reading First can close
the achievement gap between American 75 67 38 86 72 57
Indian and white students
Our school uses reading materials that
are well-matched to the needs of our 67 34 72 48
American Indian students in reading
Teachers at my school are equipped to
meet the needs of our American Indian 75 86
students in reading.
| feel equipped to meet the needs of my
American Indian students during 52 83

reading instruction

The majority, at least two-thirds, of principals
and coaches felt their Reading First program
was doing an excellent job of meeting the
needs of American Indian students; a smaller
proportion of teachers (two-fifths) agreed. In
schools where at least 20 percent of students
were American Indian these percentages were
higher. This pattern holds in other areas as
well, including agreeing that:

* Reading First could close the achievement
gap between American Indian and white
students

hand, some interviewees expressed concern

both with some components of the program
(direct instruction, the 90-minute
uninterrupted reading block, and a lack of
cultural alignment) and any programs overall
ability to find success with the population.
The following quotes illustrate these findings:

...there are language issues [at reservation

schools] which should be served well by

explicit instruction. Nevertheless, the cultural

values are different and attendance is a
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problem...teachers had to go to the homes to
get kids to come to school. So, Reading First
probably can’t close the gap. (Coach)

Yes; how rigorous it makes them attend to
what they are learning and gives them
strategies to become better readers. On the
flipside, we have a lot of problems with
attendance, some miss 15-20 days a quarter;
we have no control over that, and there is no
response from the parents. The core is nice
because they do represent a lot of cultures in
the text, so students learn about other things.
Direct instruction and quick responses with
Native American students is often criticized,
but I've had success with it; it’s still
worthwhile. (Teacher)

Other Essential Lesson
Characteristics

Evaluators rated observed lessons on several
characteristics that were selected based on
research findings about good instruction and
the ability to see them in a relatively short
period of time (for more details,see Chapter 2:
Evaluation Methods). Detailed notes from
observations of the 18 reading classrooms
during the six site visits, and a rubric, provide
the data for this analysis. From this

admittedly small sample, the findings include:

*  Almost all of the lessons (94%) were
rated as definitely clear, with accuracy,
student understanding, and smooth
flow.

*  Over four-fifths of the teachers (88%)
used appropriate and clear modeling or
guiding questions.®

* Inover three-quarters of the classrooms
(81%) students were provided with

® The use of modeling and guided questions was
not observed in 41 percent of the classrooms; since
the evaluator did not find this inappropriate, these
classrooms are included in this percentage.

adequate and varied opportunities to
practice meaningful skills.

¢ In two-thirds of the classrooms (65%)
teachers regularly monitored most of
the students, appropriately adjusted the
lesson, and provided feedback.

¢ In half of the classrooms (53%) the
majority of students were regularly
participating most of the time, with little
or no off-task behaviors.

¢ Four classrooms (22%) were observed
with serious problems that interfered
with student learning including limited
classroom management and student
engagement, lengthy transitions or
directions, and materials being
presented too slowly to the students.

* All of the kindergarten and first-grade
classrooms were rated high on at least
three of the five classroom
characteristics; fewer second- and third-
grade classrooms were.

Lesson Clarity

Almost all of the observed lessons (94%) were
considered clear, easy to follow and with good
flow; the information presented was accurate
and there was apparent student
understanding of the materials.

Scaffolded Instruction

Teachers can scaffold student learning by first
modeling a task for them, then doing it with
them, and then gradually withdrawing so that
students learn how to do it themselves.
Explicit modeling has been emphasized in
many professional development workshops
since the first year of Reading First
implementation. Modeling is not expected to
be seen in every classroom; site visits occur in
the spring after students have already been
taught routines. However, modeling is
appropriate when new skills are introduced.
This spring, explicit modeling occurred in
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29 percent of observed lessons. It was most
frequently observed in kindergarten.

Another way of scaffolding learning is using
guiding questions to help students think their
way through a task or a correct response. This
practice was also observed in 18 percent of the
classrooms visited, and at all grade levels.

The use of modeling or guiding questions was
not observed in seven classrooms, spread

across the four grades (41%).
Providing Practice

After a teacher has introduced a new skill,
students need time to practice. They should
be afforded multiple opportunities and the
practice should be meaningful. Typically
when a new skill is introduced, it will be done
in a large group first, followed by smaller
group or partner practice, and finally
independent practice. Evaluators observed
appropriate practice opportunities in almost
three-quarters of the classrooms (81%). These
were observed most frequently in
kindergarten and first-grade classrooms.

Monitoring and Feedback

In order to use classroom instruction time
wisely, teachers need to monitor how well
students understand the material they are
working with, and make almost instantaneous
judgments about whether students need more
practice or are ready to move to something
else. They also need to address
misunderstandings right away and replace
them with correct information.

In 2008, evaluators witnessed teachers
monitoring student understanding in three
out of four observations (71%). An important
piece of monitoring is providing direct and
frequent feedback to students. When students
made errors in their reading, did teachers
catch those errors and give students feedback
telling them they were incorrect? Did they
encourage them to continue down a correct

line of thinking? Evaluators heard such
feedback in 65 percent of the visited
classrooms. Evaluators witnessed the most
frequent monitoring and feedback in
kindergarten and first-grade classrooms.

Student Engagement

Evaluators saw strong student engagement—
with the majority of the students participating
most of the time with little or no off-task
behaviors—in half of the classrooms (53%).
Kindergarten classrooms were less likely to be
highly engaging compared to the other
grades. One interviewed teacher provided
some insight into engagement in kindergarten
classrooms:

The materials that we have and the time
allotment does not match; 90 minutes of class
and 25 minutes of materials —still a big gap to
fill; we add in reading readiness and play with
them a little more, writing games, phoneme
segmentation games; have fun with it and kids
seem to pay attention a lot better than just the
core program. Hard to get and keep their
attention for that full time. (Teacher)

Evaluators witnessed a substantial number of
classrooms (40%) with a high percentage (25%
or more) of off-task students. On average,
these self-contained classrooms had

13 students, and three of the seven had para-
professional support; the majority of the
classrooms were engaged in whole-group
instruction during the observation. Still,
several interviewed coaches reported focusing
some of their efforts on engagement this year;
some reported seeing some new strategies in
the classrooms.

Provision of Interventions

Interventions are a critical part of the Reading
First design, providing additional instruction
for students who need more than the core
reading program in order to read at grade
level. Interventions are expected to be data-
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based and targeted at students’ needs.
Additionally they should be delivered in well-
structured, intensive small-group sessions by
trained providers.

About half of all cohort 2 students were
provided interventions during the 2007-2008
school year. While this represents a decrease
in the proportion served last year, two-thirds
of coaches (representing an increase over last
year) reported their school was serving all of
their struggling readers in interventions.

Interventions materials were reported to meet
the needs of all students by most coaches, but
a smaller proportion of teachers. The majority
of interventions were delivered to groups of
less than seven students, the average group
size was five students.

Interventions were provided most frequently
by paraprofessionals and teachers; however
the staffing and training of intervention
providers continued to present challenges to
coaches.

Like other years, half of the coaches (50%)
agreed their school did an excellent job
providing appropriate reading interventions
to all students who needed them; a larger

proportion of teachers (67%) and principals
(92%) agreed with this statement (see
Figure 5-3).

Students Served in Interventions

Table 5-1 reports the proportion of students
served in intensive interventions (outside the
reading block, at least two hours per week for
at least six weeks) and in less-intensive
interventions, as reported by the coach.

Table 5-1
Students Receiving Interventions
Intensive Less-intensive
interventions interventions
568 420
2005-06 (34% of students) | (25% of students)
705 472
2006-07 (41%) (27%)
653 306
2007-08 (39%) (18%)

Approximately 39 percent of all K-3 students
across the funded schools received intensive
interventions; another 18 percent received
less-intensive interventions. These figures
represent a decrease from 2006-2007 in
percentages of students served through
interventions.

Figure 5-3
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Prioritizing Need

Schools often have limited resources to
provide interventions. As a result, they have
to make decisions regarding which students
receive these services. Nearly all of the
coaches (82%) indicated they provided
interventions to all of their most struggling
readers; two-thirds of coaches (64%) indicated
they were able to meet the needs of all of their
strategic students. An equal percentage of
schools (64%) were able to serve all of their
struggling readers, an increase of

18 percentage points from last year (see

Table 5-2).

When interviewed, an equal percentage of
coaches indicated that they served all of their
struggling students in interventions, primarily
focused on intensive students in interventions,
or served both intensive and strategic students
in interventions. One coach commented:

Intervention room is low strategic and
intensive; they are the neediest. The teachers
can provide for the rest of the students in their
classrooms. (Coach)

While a third of schools were unable to meet
the needs of the majority of their strategic
students, many coaches and teachers
commented that the success of their
intervention program this year was that
students were making gains:

Our biggest achievement is that a good
number of the intensive students moved to
strategic, and a good number of strategic
students moved to benchmark. (Coach)

They’re successful — better fluency and
confidence in reading. (Teacher)

Intervention Materials

Most coaches (88%, representing a 39 percent
increase from last year) felt that the materials
they used to provide interventions were
aligned to students' needs. Like last year,
teachers were far less likely than coaches
(63%) to agree that intervention materials
matched the needs of students.

When asked about interventions, several
interviewed coaches indicated that the
acquisition of a new intervention curriculum
was their biggest success this year. Others
indicated that getting enough materials, and
meeting the needs of a variety of students in
the classroom, were challenges. Many
interviewed teachers indicated that students
needed more variety with their intervention
materials. For example, one commented:

In the core program we read the books in each
theme several times. After three times, the
students won’t stay focused. I try to help by
listening on tape, but it’s hard to stay on task
over and over and over. (Teacher)

Table 5-2
Proportion of Eligible Students Receiving Intervent ions
Percent of Schools

2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008
AII stude_nts in “strategic” group receive 59 67 64
interventions
AII stude_nts in “intensive” group receive 72 73 82
interventions
All students in both groups receive interventions 46 46 64
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Group Size

Research suggests that interventions are most
effective when delivered to small groups, and
that interventions for the most intensive
students should be even smaller (Pikulski
1994; Torgesen 2004). The majority of
interventions in Montana Reading First
schools continued to be delivered to groups of
six or fewer students (82%); the average group
size was five students. Coaches at two schools
reported serving intensive students in groups
as large as eight students.

Intervention Providers and Training

At Montana Reading First schools,
interventions were provided by a wide range
of individuals. Like last year, interventions
were reportedly provided most often by
paraprofessionals (83% of schools). A larger
proportion of K-3 teachers (67%, up from
46%), but a smaller proportion of coaches
(50%, down from 67%), did so this year,
compared to last.

The majority of interviewed coaches indicated
that having limited staff members to lead
intervention groups was a significant
challenge in providing interventions during
the school year. These reports were
corroborated by survey data. Half of the
coaches, who indicated they were unable to
serve all of their eligible students in
interventions, identified insufficient staffing as
a primary obstacle.

Training of intervention providers continued
to be an issue at some schools. Consistently
since 2006, at least one-quarter of coaches and
one-third of teachers failed to agree that their
school’s intervention providers were well-
trained to meet the needs of struggling readers
(see Figure 5-4).

Figure 5-4
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CHAPTER SIX: STUDENT ASSESSMENT RESULTS

All Montana Reading First schools use the
Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills
(DIBELS) to monitor student progress in
reading. The DIBELS is administered three
times a year in the fall, winter, and spring.
Chapter 2: Methods contains a detailed
description of the procedures for coding and
analyzing the raw scores.

Analysis of DIBELS assessment results are
presented as follows:

»  Project-level results: This section
combines results from cohorts 1 and 2
to present a picture of achievement
across all 31 Montana Reading First
schools in 2007-2008. It also explores
the achievement patterns of American
Indian students, students eligible for
free and reduced-price lunch (FRL),
and students eligible for special
education from all Montana Reading
First schools.

*  Cohort-level results: This section gives
graphic overviews of 2007-2008
results, by cohort. It presents within-
year and across-year comparisons.
School-level results are included in
tables at the end of this section.

Please note that all data are matched, meaning
they include only students with valid fall and
spring scores.

The evaluation found that by spring 2008,
overall, for Montana Reading First,
kindergarten had the highest percentage of
students at benchmark (80%), followed by first
grade (74%), second grade (64%), and third
grade (60%). Kindergarten and first grade had
the lowest percentage of students at the
intensive level, while grade two had the
highest percentage (16%). These trends were
similar for both cohorts. Compared to fall
2007 (for Montana Reading First, and for both

cohorts), the percentages of students at
benchmark in spring 2008 represented
statistically significant gains at all grade levels.

From fall 2007 to spring 2008, statistically
significant changes in the percentage of
students at the intensive level were made in
kindergarten and third grade for Montana
Reading First as a whole and for both cohorts.
Such changes were significant at second grade
for Montana Reading First as a whole and for
cohort 1. While the percentage of Special
Education students at the intensive level
declined from fall to spring in every grade, it
grew larger from kindergarten to third grade,
such that, by spring 2008, slightly more than
half of students eligible for special education
were still at the intensive level.

Montana Reading First was most successful in
closing the achievement gap between white
and American Indian students. It reduced
that gap at all grade levels, except second, and
virtually closed it in cohort 2. However,
achievement gaps persist between white and
American Indian students, and those who are
eligible for FRL and special education and
those who are not eligible for these programs.

In both cohorts from spring 2007 to spring
2008, at almost every grade, an increased
percentage of students were at benchmark;
and at every grade, a decreased percentage of
students were at the intensive level.

For cohort 1, at almost every spring since 2004,
at every grade level, increased percentages of
students were at benchmark and decreased
percentages of students were at intensive.

For an intact group of students who began
kindergarten in 2005 and finished third grade
in 2008, larger proportions of children
achieved benchmark each year than children
in the same grades in spring 2004. Montana
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Reading First was found to be effective for

73 percent of these students. Significant
numbers of children who had relatively low
reading skills in kindergarten improved the
level of their reading skills by third grade,
while children who had good reading skills in
kindergarten maintained their level of skill
through third grade

2007-2008 Project-Level DIBELS
Results

Table 6-1 shows the percentage of Montana
Reading First students in the intensive,
strategic, and benchmark categories in spring
2008.

Kindergarten had the highest percentage of
students at benchmark (80%), followed by first
grade (74%), second grade (64%), and third
grade (60%). Kindergarten and first grade had
the lowest percentage of students at the
intensive level, while second grade had the
highest percentage (16%).

Table 6-2 shows gains in the percentage of
students at benchmark and at intensive from
fall 2007 to spring 2008. While the
kindergarten changes were the largest by far,

statistically significant increases were detected
at every grade (McNemar chi-square p <.001)
and statistically significant decreases were
detected at all grades, except first (McNemar
chi squares p <.01).

Table 6-1
Spring 2008 Instructional Support
Recommendations, Cohorts 1 and 2

All Montana Spring 2008 Instruction Support
Reading Recommendation

First N Percent of Students
Schools Intensive | Strategic | Benchmark
Kindergarten | 1,254 9 11 80
Grade 1 1,236 8 18 74
Grade 2 1,147 16 18 66
Grade 3 1,187 12 28 60

Table 6-2
Percent of K-3 Students at Benchmark and at Intensi  ve Over Time, Cohorts 1 and 2
Grade
Percent of Students at K 1 2 3
N 1,254 1,236 1,147 1,187
Benchmark
Fall 2007 28 65 52 54
Winter 2008 66 63 70 56
Spring 2008 80 74 66 60
Percentage _Pount Change +52 +9 +14 +6
Fall to Spring)
Intensive
Fall 2007 28 8 18 20
Winter 2008 9 7 16 17
Spring 2008 9 8 16 13
Percentage Point Change 19 0 P 7

(Fall to Spring)
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American Indian Students

Approximately one-third of all Montana

Reading First students were American Indian.

Figure 6-1 shows the percentage of American
Indian students at benchmark in spring 2008

compared to their white peers.” In each grade,

a higher percentage of white students were at
benchmark than American Indian students.
The gap was largest in kindergarten

(12 points) and smallest in first grade (four
points).

In order to close the achievement gap, the
performance gains of American Indian
students during the year needed to outpace
their peers. Table 6-3 shows that American
Indian students narrowed the achievement
gap by six percentage points in kindergarten,
three percentage points in first grade, and

13 percentage points in third grade. The gap
increased by one point in second grade.

Table 6-3

Figure 6 -1
100% -

84%

80% -

60% -

40% -

20% -

Kindergarten Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3

H American Indian O White

Percentage of American Indian and White
Students at Benchmark, Spring 2008

Gains in the Percentage of Students at Benchmark fr  om Fall to Spring,

American Indian and White Students

Gains in the Percentage of Students
at Benchmark .
) Percentage Point
from Fall 2007 to Spring 2008 Narrowing or Widening of
White American Indian the Achievement Gap
(N=3047) (N=15086)

Kindergarten 49% 55% -6
Grade 1 8% 11% -3
Grade 2 14% 13% +1
Grade 3 1% 14% -13

7 Results for other racial and ethnic groups are not
reported due to the small sample size
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Students Eligible for Free and Reduced- Figure 6 -2.
price Lunch

100% -
More than half (57%) of Montana Reading
First students were eligible for FRL. Figure 6- 80% -
2 shows that at kindergarten and first grade,
students eligible for FRL achieve benchmark
at a rate approximately 10 percentage points
lower than students not eligible, and at second
and third grades, at a rate approximately 40% 1
15 percentage points lower than students not
eligible.

60% -

20% -

In order to close the achievement gap, the
achievement gains of students eligible for FRL 0% -
during the year needed to outpace the gains of

75%
. 68%

Kindergarten Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3

students not eligible. Table 6-4 shows that, in EEligible for Free/Reduced Lunch Ineligible

kindergarten and grade one, students eligible
for FRL made the same percentage-point gains
as students not eligible. However, in second
grade, students eligible for FRL made smaller
gains from fall to spring than students not
eligible. Third grade closed the achievement
gap by seven percentage points.

Table 6-4

Percentage of Students Eligible and Ineligible
for FRL at Benchmark, Spring 2008

Gains in Percentage of K-3 Students at Benchmark fr ~ om Fall to Spring,

Eligible, and Ineligible for FRL

Gains in the Percentage of Students
rom Fa 2007 6 Sprng 2008 prcerage Pon Narrowng o
Ineligible Eligible for FRL Gap
N=2099 N=2725
Kindergarten 51% 51% 0
Grade 1 9% 9% 0
Grade 2 15% 13% +2
Grade 3 2% 9% -7
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Students Eligible for Special Education

Less than ten percent (7%) of all Montana
Reading First students were eligible for special
education. Figure 6-3 shows the percentage of
students eligible and ineligible for special
education at benchmark in spring 2008. It is
clear from Figure 6-3 that, while the
percentage of students not eligible for special
education who achieve benchmark decreases
over the grades, for students eligible for
special education the decrease is more
precipitous.

Table 6-5 shows that the percentage of
students eligible for special education who
reached benchmark increased from fall to
spring in kindergarten, first, and second
grades. The increase at kindergarten was
slightly slower than for students not eligible;
the increases at first and second grade were
approximately the same magnitude as the
increase for students not eligible. At third
grade, the achievement gap increased when
fewer students eligible for SPED met
benchmark in the spring while more students
ineligible did so.

Table 6-5

Gains in Percentage of K-3 Students at Benchmark fr

Eligible and Ineligible for Special Education

Figure 6 -3.

100% +

80%

60%

40%

20%

76%
- 69%
63%

Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3

Kindergarten

H Eligible for Special Education Not Eligible

Percentage of Students Eligible and Ineligible for
Special Education at Benchmark, Spring 2008

om Fall to Spring

Gains in the Percentage of Students at
Benchmark : :
. Percentage Point Narrowing or
from Fall 2007 to Spring 2008 Widening of the Achievement
Ineligible Eligible for Special Ed Gap
N=4478 N=346
Kindergarten 51% 48% +3
Grade 1 9% 10% -1
Grade 2 14% 13% +1
Grade 3 6% -3% +9%
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Table 6-6 depicts the change in the percentage
of special education students at the intensive
level from fall 2007 to spring 2008. The
percentage of special education students at the
intensive level decreased from fall to spring in
all grades, with the largest decrease occurring
at kindergarten. At the same time, however,
the percentage of students eligible for special
education who were at the intensive level
grew larger over the grades. In the spring,
slightly more than half of students eligible for
special education were still at the intensive
level.

Table 6-6

Change in Percentage of K-3 Students in Intensive f

Students Eligible for Special Education

rom Fall to Spring,

Percentage of Students in Intensive

N Percentage Point
Fall 2007 Spring 2008 Change
(Fall to Spring)
Kindergarten 56 38% 21% -17
Grade 1 81 28% 27% -1
Grade 2 106 50% 43% -7
Grade 3 103 54% 52% -2
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Cohort-level DIBELS Results

Table 6-7 summarizes spring 2008 results by
cohort. These cohort level results mirror those
for Montana Reading First as a whole. The
one exception is that the achievement gap
between American Indian and white students
is nonexistent in cohort 2.

Table 6-7
Spring 2008 Instructional Support Recommendations, By Cohort
Percent of Students
N Intensive Strategic Benchmark

Cohort 1 3,133 12% 18% 71%
Kindergarten 811 9% 10% 81%
Grade 1 811 8% 18% 74%
Grade 2 746 17% 16% 67%
Grade 3 765 13% 26% 60%
American Indian 958 17% 19% 63%
Hispanic 133 16% 19% 65%
White 1,974 9% 17% 74%
Not Eligible for Free/Reduced Lunch 1,295 6% 14% 80%
Eligible for Free/Reduced Lunch 1,838 16% 20% 64%
Not Eligible for Special Education 2,927 10% 18% 73%
Eligible for Special Education 206 38% 20% 42%

Cohort 2 1,691 10% 21% 69%
Kindergarten 443 10% 12% 78%
Grade 1 425 6% 19% 75%
Grade 2 401 13% 22% 64%
Grade 3 422 11% 31% 58%
American Indian 548 10% 22% 69%
Hispanic 48 8% 31% 60%
White 1,073 10% 20% 70%
Not Eligible for Free/Reduced Lunch 804 7% 20% 73%
Eligible for Free/Reduced Lunch 887 13% 22% 65%
Not Eligible for Special Education 1,551 8% 21% 72%
Eligible for Special Education 140 39% 24% 37%
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Percentage of Students at Benchmark Fall
and Spring

Fall 2007-Spring 2008. Figures 6-4 and 6-5
show the fall to spring changes in the
percentages of students at the DIBELS
benchmark for cohort 1 and cohort 2,
respectively. The fall to spring changes in the
percentage of students at benchmark were
statistically significant (McNemar chi square
p<.05) at all grade levels and in both cohorts.

Figure 6 -4
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Figures 6-6 and 6-7 show fall to spring
changes in the percentages of students at the
intensive level, for cohort 1 and cohort 2,
respectively. The fall to spring differences
were statistically-significant at kindergarten,
second grade, and third grade for cohort 1,
and at kindergarten and third grades for
cohort 2 (McNemar chi square p<.05).

Figure 6 -6
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Figures 6-8 and 6-9 show the percentages of
students at benchmark in spring 2007 and
spring 2008 for cohort 1 and cohort 2,
respectively. Changes were not statistically-
significant at any grade level in either cohort.

Figure 6 -8
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Figures 6-10 and 6-11 show the percentages of
students at intensive in spring 2007 and spring
2008 for cohort 1 and cohort 2, respectively.
The three percentage point decline
experienced in first grade in cohort 1 was the
only change that reached statistical
significance (Pearson chi square p<.05).

Figure 6 -10
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Figure 6-11
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Progress in Cohort 1 *  The proportion of first-grade students

achieving the spring benchmark

Figure 6-12 presents the changes in the increased by percentage 19 points.

percentage of cohort 1 students at or above
benchmark as measured by the DIBELS every

spring from 2004 through 2008. The figure *  The proportion of second graders

shows that since 2004, at all grades levels, achieving the spring benchmark

increased percentages of students were at increased by 18 percentage points.

benchmark in spring. Specifically: «  The proportion of third graders

*  The proportion of kindergarten achieving the spring benchmark
students achieving the spring increased by 18 percentage points.

benchmark increased by 21
percentage points.

Figure 6 -12
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Figure 6-13 presents the changes in the
percentage of cohort 1 students in intensive as
measured by the DIBELS every spring from
2004 through 2008. The decreases in the
percentage of students in intensive have
generally become smaller over time, but the
proportion of students at the intensive level
were much smaller in spring 2008 than in
spring 2004. The proportion of students at the
intensive level decreased in all grades from
spring 2007 to spring 2008.

Figure 6 -13
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Achievement of Students in Reading First
Since Kindergarten (Cohort 1 Only)

This section examines changes in DIBELS
results for intact groups of students over time;
specifically, it looks at the progress of students
from cohort 1 schools who began kindergarten
in fall 2004 and completed third grade in
spring 2008. To ensure that these analyses
captured students who received a full four
years of the program, it only included
students for whom four years of data were
available (N=456).

Figure 6-14 presents the percentage of
students at benchmark as the cohort moved
from kindergarten through third grade. The
level of achievement of children in this cohort
is compared to the percentage of kindergarten,
first, second, and third-grade students at
benchmark in spring 2004.

It is clear that larger proportions of children in
the intact group achieved benchmark than
children in the same grades in spring 2004.
This should not be over-interpreted as a
straightforward indicator of the effect of
Reading First because, among other things,
intact groups of students typically have higher
levels of achievement than groups of students
that are more mobile.

Another way of estimating the effectiveness of
Reading First is to compare students’ level of
achievement in third grade against their level
of achievement in kindergarten. Ideally, all
children who were at benchmark would have
remained at benchmark and those who were
at the intensive or strategic level in
kindergarten would have advanced to the
benchmark level by the end of third grade.

Figure 6 -14.
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Table 6-8 shows the percentages of children
who were at the intensive, strategic, or
benchmark levels in kindergarten and at each
level in third grade. The estimate of
effectiveness is the proportion of students who
went from intensive to strategic or benchmark,
the proportion who went from strategic to
benchmark, and the proportion who started at
benchmark and remained at benchmark. By
this measure, in the longitudinal sample of 456
students, total effectiveness over four years in
Reading First was 73 percent. More
specifically:

*  Most students who were at
benchmark in the beginning of their
kindergarten year remained there at
the end of third grade (83%
effectiveness).

* A majority of students who were at
the strategic level in kindergarten
advanced to benchmark by the end of
third grade (64% effectiveness).

Table 6-8

Movement of Students Among ISRs (Total Effectivenes

* A majority of children who were at
the intensive level in kindergarten
advanced either to the strategic level
(35% effectiveness) or benchmark
level (42% effectiveness) by the end of
third grade.

In other words, significant numbers of
children who had relatively low reading skills
in kindergarten improved the level of their
reading skills by third grade, while children
who had good reading skills in kindergarten
maintained their level of skill through third
grade. Itis important to note, however, that
one-quarter of students at intensive in the fall
of kindergarten remained there in the spring
of third grade, and a fair number of students
failed to reach benchmark by third grade.

s), Fall 2004 to Spring 2008

Spring 2008 ISR (End of Third Grade)
Fall 2004 ISR (Start of n Percent of Students
Kindergarten)
Intensive Strategic Benchmark “Effectiveness”

Intensive 130 23 35 42 77
Strategic 193 11 25 64 64
Benchmark 133 3 14 83 83

Total Effectiveness 456 73
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This final section includes tables of data with
individual school results. Tables 6-9 to 6-12
show the percentage of students at each level
of achievement in each grade in spring 2008.
Tables 6-12 to 6-15 show the change in the
percentage of students at benchmark from fall
to spring in each school, by grade.

School-level results varied, although these
variations should be interpreted with caution
due to different school characteristics,
including school size and student
demographics.

Table 6-9

Kindergarten Spring 2008 Instructional Support Reco

mmendations, by Cohort and School

Percentage of Students

Cohort 1 N Intensive Strategic Benchmark
Billings Newman 31 6% 10% 84%
Ponderosa 43 5% 19% 7%
Butte Kennedy 45 0% 22% 78%
Whittier 44 5% 9% 86%
Centerville Centerville 12 0% 17% 83%
Charlo Charlo 27 4% 0% 96%
Dixon Dixon 9 33% 0% 67%
East Helena Eastgate 108 1% 1% 98%
Great Falls Longfellow 54 17% 11% 72%
West 70 13% 11% 76%
Hardin Crow Agency 61 15% 13% 72%
Hardin Primary 92 20% 14% 66%
Hays/Lodge Pole  Lodge Pole 10 20% 10% 70%
Helena Warren 43 2% 2% 95%
Libby Libby 73 4% 10% 86%
Ronan-Pablo K William Harvey 51 16% 18% 67%
Pablo 38 8% 11% 82%
Cohort 2
Box Elder Box Elder 45 7% 9% 84%
Butte West 62 8% 8% 84%
Dodson Dodson 7 29% 0% 71%
East Glacier Park  East Glacier Park 3 0% 0% 100%
Evergreen East Evergreen 88 10% 10% 80%
Frazer Frazer 14 14% 14% 71%
Great Falls Morningside 41 2% 5% 93%
Harlem Harlem 30 10% 20% 70%
Heart Butte Heart Butte 9 22% 22% 56%
Rocky Boy Rocky Boy 38 8% 16% 76%
Somers Lakeside 52 8% 15% 7%
Stevensville Stevensville 54 20% 17% 63%
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Table 6-10

First-Grade Spring 2008 Instructional Support Recom

mendations, by Cohort and School

Percentage of Students

Cohort 1 N Intensive Strategic Benchmark
Billings Newman 50 22% 12% 66%
Ponderosa 56 20% 23% 57%
Butte Kennedy 37 5% 5% 89%
Whittier 48 0% 17% 83%
Centerville Centerville 14 7% 14% 79%
Charlo Charlo 20 0% 20% 80%
Dixon Dixon 8 25% 25% 50%
East Helena Eastgate 115 4% 11% 84%
Great Falls Longfellow 34 21% 15% 65%
West 76 1% 12% 87%
Hardin Crow Agency 35 9% 23% 69%
Hardin Primary 94 6% 30% 64%
Hays/Lodge Pole  Lodge Pole 11 9% 9% 82%
Helena Warren 40 8% 22% 70%
Libby Libby 85 6% 18% 76%
Ronan-Pablo K William Harvey 47 6% 28% 66%
Pablo 41 12% 24% 63%
Cohort 2
Box Elder Box Elder 25 0% 8% 92%
Butte West 64 6% 8% 86%
Dodson Dodson 0% 67% 33%
East Glacier Park  East Glacier Park 0% 67% 33%
Evergreen East Evergreen 92 11% 27% 62%
Frazer Frazer 5 20% 40% 40%
Great Falls Morningside 38 3% 5% 92%
Harlem Harlem 32 0% 19% 81%
Heart Butte Heart Butte 12 33% 17% 50%
Rocky Boy Rocky Boy 34 0% 9% 91%
Somers Lakeside 63 5% 25% 70%
Stevensville Stevensville 54 7% 22% 70%
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Table 6-11

Second-Grade Spring 2008 Instructional Support Reco

mmendations, by Cohort and School

Percentage of Students

Cohort 1 N Intensive Strategic Benchmark
Billings Newman 33 39% 9% 52%
Ponderosa 50 32% 16% 52%
Butte Kennedy 39 15% 15% 69%
Whittier 53 9% 8% 83%
Centerville Centerville 7 0% 14% 86%
Charlo Charlo 28 11% 4% 86%
Dixon Dixon 7 14% 0% 86%
East Helena Eastgate 105 8% 15% 7%
Great Falls Longfellow 39 23% 18% 59%
West 65 5% 18% 77%
Hardin Crow Agency 30 13% 17% 70%
Hardin Primary 83 13% 24% 63%
Hays/Lodge Pole  Lodge Pole 6 17% 0% 83%
Helena Warren 41 12% 22% 66%
Libby Libby 71 27% 21% 52%
Ronan-Pablo K William Harvey 49 29% 10% 61%
Pablo 40 18% 25% 58%
Cohort 2
Box Elder Box Elder 35 17% 29% 54%
Butte West 55 7% 22% 71%
Dodson Dodson 50% 0% 50%
East Glacier Park  East Glacier Park 0% 0% 100%
Evergreen East Evergreen 67 12% 10% 78%
Frazer Frazer 8 38% 12% 50%
Great Falls Morningside 40 10% 30% 60%
Harlem Harlem 33 18% 18% 64%
Heart Butte Heart Butte 6 17% 33% 50%
Rocky Boy Rocky Boy 42 7% 17% 76%
Somers Lakeside 48 19% 29% 52%
Stevensville Stevensville 63 14% 29% 57%
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Table 6-12

Third-Grade Spring 2008 Instructional Support Recom

mendations, by Cohort and School

Percentage of Students

Cohort 1 N Intensive Strategic Benchmark
Billings Newman 39 18% 21% 62%
Ponderosa 48 15% 40% 46%
Butte Kennedy 35 6% 23% 71%
Whittier 63 8% 24% 68%
Centerville Centerville 14 7% 7% 86%
Charlo Charlo 24 25% 17% 58%
Dixon Dixon 9 33% 22% 44%
East Helena Eastgate 113 6% 30% 64%
Great Falls Longfellow 27 30% 19% 52%
West 60 7% 38% 55%
Hardin Crow Agency 28 11% 18% 71%
Hardin Primary 86 13% 33% 55%
Hays/Lodge Pole  Lodge Pole 10 10% 30% 60%
Helena Warren 41 17% 27% 56%
Libby Libby 80 16% 25% 59%
Ronan-Pablo K William Harvey 50 24% 16% 60%
Pablo 38 13% 18% 68%
Cohort 2
Box Elder Box Elder 30 7% 13% 80%
Butte West 45 11% 22% 67%
Dodson Dodson 0% 67% 33%
East Glacier Park  East Glacier Park 33% 0% 67%
Evergreen East Evergreen 71 20% 37% 44%
Frazer Frazer 9 0% 44% 56%
Great Falls Morningside a7 4% 28% 68%
Harlem Harlem 36 6% 47% 47%
Heart Butte Heart Butte 13 31% 31% 38%
Rocky Boy Rocky Boy 34 0% 41% 59%
Somers Lakeside 75 5% 28% 67%
Stevensville Stevensville 56 21% 29% 50%
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Table 6-13

Percentage of Kindergarten Students at Benchmark Ov

er Time, by Cohort and School

Cohort 1 N Fall Winter Spring
Billings Newman 31 29% 55% 84%
Ponderosa 43 16% 65% 7%
Butte Kennedy 45 27% 71% 78%
Whittier 44 30% 77% 86%
Centerville Centerville 12 42% 58% 83%
Charlo Charlo 27 52% 89% 96%
Dixon Dixon 9 56% 67% 67%
East Helena Eastgate 108 40% 89% 98%
Great Falls Longfellow 54 19% 59% 72%
West 70 29% 66% 76%
Hardin Crow Agency 61 18% 56% 72%
Hardin Primary 92 25% 63% 66%
Hays/Lodge Pole  Lodge Pole 10 10% 50% 70%
Helena Warren 43 33% 86% 95%
Libby Libby 73 41% 63% 86%
Ronan-Pablo K William Harvey 51 12% 50% 67%
Pablo 38 16% 47% 82%
Cohort 2
Box Elder Box Elder 45 13% 51% 84%
Butte West 62 27% 67% 84%
Dodson Dodson 14% 57% 71%
East Glacier Park  East Glacier Park 33% 67% 100%
Evergreen East Evergreen 88 17% 62% 80%
Frazer Frazer 14 7% 36% 71%
Great Falls Morningside 41 51% 80% 93%
Harlem Harlem 30 23% 66% 70%
Heart Butte Heart Butte 9 11% 56% 56%
Rocky Boy Rocky Boy 38 32% 71% 76%
Somers Lakeside 52 52% 70% 7%
Stevensville Stevensville 54 35% 62% 63%
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Table 6-14

Percentage of First-Grade Students at Benchmark Ove

r Time, by Cohort and School

Cohort 1 N Fall Winter Spring
Billings Newman 50 40% 36% 66%
Ponderosa 56 55% 38% 57%
Butte Kennedy 37 89% 86% 89%
Whittier 48 85% 81% 83%
Centerville Centerville 14 57% 57% 79%
Charlo Charlo 20 70% 75% 80%
Dixon Dixon 8 50% 50% 50%
East Helena Eastgate 115 83% 78% 84%
Great Falls Longfellow 34 56% 55% 65%
West 76 63% 67% 87%
Hardin Crow Agency 35 57% 42% 69%
Hardin Primary 94 64% 55% 64%
Hays/Lodge Pole  Lodge Pole 11 82% 82% 82%
Helena Warren 40 2% 62% 70%
Libby Libby 85 73% 54% 76%
Ronan-Pablo K William Harvey a7 55% 64% 66%
Pablo 41 41% 49% 63%
Cohort 2
Box Elder Box Elder 25 72% 76% 92%
Butte West 64 77% 87% 86%
Dodson Dodson 0% 33% 33%
East Glacier Park  East Glacier Park 33% 33% 33%
Evergreen East Evergreen 92 51% 39% 62%
Frazer Frazer 5 20% 25% 40%
Great Falls Morningside 38 84% 92% 92%
Harlem Harlem 32 56% 58% 81%
Heart Butte Heart Butte 12 58% 50% 50%
Rocky Boy Rocky Boy 34 88% 88% 91%
Somers Lakeside 63 57% 70% 70%
Stevensville Stevensville 54 61% 64% 70%
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Table 6-15

Percentage of Second-Grade Students at Benchmark Ov

er Time, by Cohort and School

Cohort 1 N Fall Winter Spring
Billings Newman 33 42% 48% 52%
Ponderosa 50 36% 56% 52%
Butte Kennedy 39 72% 7% 69%
Whittier 53 83% 89% 83%
Centerville Centerville 7 86% 86% 86%
Charlo Charlo 28 79% 86% 86%
Dixon Dixon 7 57% 71% 86%
East Helena Eastgate 105 46% 7% 77%
Great Falls Longfellow 39 46% 59% 59%
West 65 62% 75% 7%
Hardin Crow Agency 30 57% 63% 70%
Hardin Primary 83 40% 75% 63%
Hays/Lodge Pole  Lodge Pole 6 33% 83% 83%
Helena Warren 41 49% 66% 66%
Libby Libby 71 42% 61% 52%
Ronan-Pablo K William Harvey 49 45% 65% 61%
Pablo 40 48% 68% 58%
Cohort 2
Box Elder Box Elder 35 51% 69% 54%
Butte West 55 58% 80% 71%
Dodson Dodson 50% 50% 50%
East Glacier Park  East Glacier Park 100% 100% 100%
Evergreen East Evergreen 67 57% 79% 78%
Frazer Frazer 8 62% 50% 50%
Great Falls Morningside 40 65% 68% 60%
Harlem Harlem 33 55% 69% 64%
Heart Butte Heart Butte 6 17% 50% 50%
Rocky Boy Rocky Boy 42 50% 79% 76%
Somers Lakeside 48 31% 49% 52%
Stevensville Stevensville 63 52% 71% 57%
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Table 6-16

Percentage of Third-Grade Students at Benchmark Ove

r Time, by Cohort and School

Cohort 1 N Fall Winter Spring

Billings Newman 33 42% 48% 52%

Ponderosa 50 36% 56% 52%
Butte Kennedy 39 72% 7% 69%

Whittier 53 83% 89% 83%
Centerville Centerville 7 86% 86% 86%
Charlo Charlo 28 79% 86% 86%
Dixon Dixon 7 57% 71% 86%
East Helena Eastgate 105 46% 7% 7%
Great Falls Longfellow 39 46% 59% 59%

West 65 62% 75% 77%
Hardin Crow Agency 30 57% 63% 70%

Hardin Primary 83 40% 75% 63%
Hays/Lodge Pole  Lodge Pole 6 33% 83% 83%
Helena Warren 41 49% 66% 66%
Libby Libby 71 42% 61% 52%
Ronan-Pablo K William Harvey 49 45% 65% 61%

Pablo 40 48% 68% 58%

Cohort 2

Box Elder Box Elder 35 51% 69% 54%
Butte West 55 58% 80% 71%
Dodson Dodson 50% 50% 50%
East Glacier Park  East Glacier Park 100% 100% 100%
Evergreen East Evergreen 67 57% 79% 78%
Frazer Frazer 8 62% 50% 50%
Great Falls Morningside 40 65% 68% 60%
Harlem Harlem 33 55% 69% 64%
Heart Butte Heart Butte 6 17% 50% 50%
Rocky Boy Rocky Boy 42 50% 79% 76%
Somers Lakeside 48 31% 49% 52%
Stevensville Stevensville 63 52% 71% 57%
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CHAPTER SEVEN: SUSTAINABILITY

This chapter, as well as Chapter 3 and
Chapter 4, describe the structures and
practices implemented under Reading First in
Montana. While Chapters 3 and 4 focus solely
on cohort 2, this chapter looks at evidence
from both cohorts 1 and 2. It explores what
happens when funding is greatly reduced, and
Reading First schools and districts are no
longer held accountable under the auspices of
the grant.

This chapter is divided into two sections. The
first describes the extent to which Reading
First has been sustained in cohort 1 schools. It
summarizes the results of coach, principal,
and teacher surveys meant to measure
changes in implementation since last year.
The second section looks at areas critical for
sustainability, and cohort 2 schools” prospects
for sustaining Reading First. It compares the
experiences of both cohorts in their last year of
full Reading First funding, and considers the
experiences of cohort 1 schools over the past
two years to help inform cohort 2 schools’
prospects for successfully sustaining Reading
First in the absence of continued funding.

The evaluation found that after two years in
continuation, the 19 cohort 1 schools
continued to sustain many required
components of the program, including
assessments, grade-level meetings, and
interventions. Several components—the 90-
minute reading block, the core program, and
Reading Leadership Team (RLT) meetings—
were implemented with slightly less fidelity in
year five. Since spring 2006, the frequency of
coaching, professional development for
teachers and teachers’ use of data declined.

Based on this and other evaluation data, it
appears that sustaining Reading First may be
more of a challenge for cohort 2 schools than
for cohort 1. While there are many areas
where the cohorts’ experiences are similar,

differences exist. Cohort 2 schools will enter
continuation with definite strengths:
continued state, district, principal, and coach
support; low staff member turnover;
knowledge that several Reading First
components are thought of as “business as
usual;” prospects of continued professional
development; and student success. It is
uncertain if these can overcome the challenges
associated with less support for Reading First
evidenced by district coordinators, principals
and teachers while possibly losing a number
of coaches as the cohort 2 schools enter their
fourth year of Reading First.

Cohort 1 Experiences

Spring 2006 marked the last year of full
Reading First funding for cohort 1 schools.
Starting fall 2006, these continuation schools
were expected to continue implementing
nearly all aspects of their Reading First
grant—the 90-minute reading block, core
program, interventions, benchmark and
progress-monitoring assessments, and grade-
level and RLT meetings. Maintaining a
reading coach was optional. In turn, Montana
Reading First would offer opportunities for
their participation in professional
development and technical assistance site
visits. This section draws on data from
surveys administered to principals, coaches,
and teachers in these schools.

In 2007-2008, 19 cohort 1 schools continued
implementing Reading First— participating in
professional development and receiving
technical assistance from the state. After two
years in continuation, many required
components of the program were sustained.
These included benchmark and progress-
monitoring assessments, grade-level meetings,
and interventions. Furthermore, support for
Reading First continued —at least at last year’s
levels— among districts, principals, and
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teachers. Several components—the 90-minute
reading block, the core program, and RLT
meetings—were implemented with slightly
less fidelity this year. Since starting in
continuation, three components have
declined: coaching, professional development
for teachers and teachers’ weekly use of data.

State Support to Cohort 1 Schools

The state provided similar professional
development opportunities to cohort 1 schools
in both 2006-2007 and 2007-2008. Last year,
the majority of principals and coaches
reported attending these meetings once or
twice during the year; this year their
frequency of attendance increased, such that
the majority attended these events at least
three times during the year (principals, 51%;
coaches, 88%). Increased proportions of
principals and coaches were pleased with the
amount of training they received this year; a
handful wanted more. Nearly all of the
principals and coaches were pleased with the
quality of training in instructional leadership
and coaching that they respectively received.

In addition to the principal and coach
meetings, the state reading specialists or
Reading First director continued to visit the
schools (generally every other month) to
discuss action plans and provide technical
assistance. While coaches reported receiving
more frequent technical assistance visits
compared to last year (the majority indicated
receiving two to three visits, one-third of
coaches reported four or more), they
considered them slightly less helpful than the
previous year.®

8 The wording on this item changed from 2007 to
2008. Last year 80 percent of coaches indicated the
visits were “usually” or “always” helpful; this year
56 percent of coaches indicated they were “helpful”
or “very helpful.”

Implementation

Cohort 1 schools were expected to continue
implementing most components of Reading
First. The vast majority of the Montana
Reading First cohort 1 schools (95%)
continued as Reading First schools and
received reduced funding; one school was
discontinued. Of the 19 schools:

*  Ten schools (53%) maintained a full-
time coach (two fewer than last year)

*  Five schools (26%) had part-time
coaches (two more than last year)

¢ Four schools (21%) had no coach (one
more than last year)

Compared to last year, implementation in
cohort 1 schools remained the same or
increased in the following areas:

Principal leadership. Principal turnover
during the 2007-2008 school year was low
(8%). Most principals continued to regularly
observe most teachers’ classrooms, although
the frequency of providing feedback
decreased from last year. The majority of
principals still continued to use results from
assessments when communicating with
teachers and analyzing schoolwide trends;
however for some tasks they used data more
and for others they used data less.

Benchmark assessments. All schools
continued to administer the DIBELS three
times a year, and almost all teachers and
principals agreed that their administration
systems were present and organized. Coaches
remained confident that DIBELS
administration teams understood the
administration and scoring of the assessment.

Staff member buy-in to Reading First.
Teachers’ support for the instructional
changes made under Reading First remained
the same.
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District support. Most principals continued to
agree that their district supported the
continuation of Reading First and that no
district program’s clashed with it.

Grade-level meetings. Almost all teachers
continued to report that they attended grade-
level meetings; like last year, the majority did
so two to three times a month. Compared to
last year, a slightly smaller percentage, but
still the majority of teachers, believed these
meetings were useful.

Progress monitoring. According to coaches,
more schools regularly progress-monitored

students in all, or nearly all, classrooms; this
year, 94 percent of coaches said their school

did so, compared to 80 percent last year.

Interventions. Overall, coaches reported
serving slightly more total students in
interventions this year; fewer received
intensive interventions (a decrease of

19 percentage points), but more received less-
intensive interventions (an increase of

19 percentage points). Four hundred sixty
students received at least 12 hours of
interventions, compared to 657 last year®. In
addition, 794 students received interventions
of less duration; the number was reported as
525 last year. Coaches and teachers continued
to remain positive about the number of
students served and the training of
intervention providers, although coaches
perceptions declined slightly from last year.

There were a few areas of implementation that
showed slight decreases from the previous
year. These include:

90-minute reading block. With the exception
of one school, first-, second-, and third-grade
students continued to participate in 90-

minute, uninterrupted reading blocks. While
all of the kindergarten reading blocks were at

9 Number of students served is for the 15 schools
who answered these questions both years.

least 90 minutes, one-quarter of them were
interrupted. One coach reported a 60-minute,
interrupted, reading block for all K-3 students.

Core program. Nearly all of the teachers
indicated using the core program at least as
much, if not more, than the previous year.
However, one-fifth of coaches indicated not
using the same core program as last year; it is
unknown if new core programs were adopted
and the process used in doing so. Regardless,
fidelity to the core remained the same, if not
stricter. Compared to last year, while a
slightly smaller percentage of teachers
expressed satisfaction with the core, they
sustained their previous year’s use of
templates.

RLT meetings. Two schools discontinued
Reading Leadership Teams; those that
continued met slightly more frequently, with
the majority (79%) meeting once a month.
Teachers’ perceptions that their RLT was
visible and effective remained about the same.

Finally, there were a few areas of
implementation that showed more substantial
decreases.

Coaching. In schools that had a reading coach,
the frequency by which coaches observe and
provide feedback has decreased. Since 2006,
the percentage of teachers who reported at
least monthly observations decreased from 79
percent to 57 percent; those reporting
receiving at least monthly feedback decreased
from 70 percent to 51 percent. To some extent,
coaches confirmed these reports; this year they
reported spending 17 percent of their time
providing observations, demonstrations,
feedback to individual K-3 teachers compared
to 23 percent of their time last year.

Professional development for teachers.
Regardless of the presence of a coach, teachers
continued to report a decline the amount of
professional development in reading; their
perceptions of its quality remained about the
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same as last year. Similar percentages of
teachers believed professional development
was sustained and intensive and/or focused
on what happened in the classroom in both
years.

Teachers’ use of data. There was a continued
drop in the percentage of teachers who
examined data at least weekly —from

54 percent in 2006, to 40 percent in 2007, and
to 33 percent in 2008. Data use in all other
areas (grouping students, identifying students
for interventions, communicating with
colleagues, and looking at school-wide trends)
remained similar to last year.

Prospects for Sustainability

This section looks at areas critical for
sustainability. It seeks to ascertain the
feasibility of cohort 2’s continued
implementation of Reading First. Without the
benefit of a crystal ball to see into the future of
Montana Reading First, this analysis is based
on data from the last three years of Montana
Reading First and research on the
sustainability of reform programs in general.
It looks at 2007-2008 survey data from district
coordinators, principals, coaches, and
teachers; compares the cohorts’ last year of
implementation with full funding—cohort 2 in
2007-2008 and cohort 1 in 2005-2006; and uses
results from cohort 1’s two years of
implementing Reading First under
continuation.

Based on the data, it appears that sustaining
Reading First may be slightly more of a
challenge for cohort 2 schools than those in
cohort 1. At the outset of continuation,
support for sustaining the Reading First
components was higher in cohort 1 than
cohort 2. While it is highly likely that the use
of the core program during the 90-minute
reading block and DIBELS assessments will
continue in almost all of the cohort 2 schools,
the frequency of coaching, grade-level and

RLT meetings, professional development, and
teachers’ use of data will likely decline.

Like the cohort 1 schools, many factors will
facilitate the continued implementation of
Reading First:

*  The state and districts are supportive
of Reading First and schools seem to
be protected from competing reforms.

*  Principal leadership will likely remain
stable.

*  Principals and coaches continue to
display strong support for Reading
First.

*  Teacher and coach retention is high.

*  There is strong support for grade-level
meetings, the administration of
benchmark and progress-monitoring
assessments, and use of data among
coaches and teachers.

+  Systems are in place to continue
providing some reading-related
professional development to
principals, coaches, and teachers.

* Each year larger proportions of
Montana Reading First students meet
benchmark.

However, some difference between the
cohorts will likely make continuation more
difficult among cohort 2 schools: Cohort 2
principals regularly observe teachers and use
data with less frequency than those in cohort
1. Among cohort 2 teachers, there is a
perception of less distributed leadership, as
well as less support for, and more resistance
to, Reading First. These may continue to be a
challenge that is difficult to overcome if fewer
coaches are available to monitor and support
Reading First implementation in the
classroom and analyze and use data in their
schools.
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Sustainable Components of Reading First

As stated earlier, the Reading First schools are
still expected to maintain most aspects of
Reading First while receiving reduced
funding; only the coaching position is
optional. Cohort 2 district coordinators were
the most favorable about the sustainability of
the Reading First components, followed by
cohort 2 principals, and finally, teachers. Both
district coordinators and principals
overwhelming agreed that the 90-minute
block and the core program would continue to
be implemented in the Reading First schools
(see Figure 7-1).

The use of the DIBELS assessments and grade-
level meetings will most likely be supported
in the majority of the schools. Fewer schools
would likely continue RLTs and support
reading coaches. While district coordinators
reported the sustainability of professional
development in reading, fewer principals did;
it was one it was one of the highest supported
areas by teachers.

Figure 7 -1

The following quotes present contrasting
principal views on sustainability:

Everything stays the same. Difficult with
consumable materials that need to be replaced
and funding depends on population, we’'ll cut
back on some things. We'll continue with
Reading First school title, DIBELS, contact
with state, 90 minutes, interventions, and
coach. (Principal)

Prospects are slim for sustainability. Reading
coach requires professional development and
follow-through; this needs to be adequate. We
can continue with less money, but not with
none. Funding is needed for assessment,
tutoring, coaching, and professional resources.
(Principal)

Support for continuing Reading First’s
components was less strong among teachers.
The majority of teachers definitely wanted to
continue interventions and grouping. Just half
would definitely want continued professional
development in reading and use of the core
program. When teachers who “definitely”
and “probably” would continue the Reading

Core program —

90-minute reading block _

Grade-level meetings _

Professional development _

DIBELS _

Reading Leadership Team h

Reading coach | |

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percentage Indicating

O Teachers [Principals mDistrict Coordinators

Cohort 2 Staff Members’ Perceptions of Reading Firs  t Components’ Sustainability
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First elements were considered together, the
majority of teachers supported all of the
components.

Cohort 1 principals and teachers in their final
year of funding were more optimistic about
sustaining all of the components of Reading
First than were cohort 2 principals and
teachers.

Key Aspects of Sustainability

In a review of the literature on sustainability,
Taylor (2005) identified characteristics
associated with sustainability:

*  Supportive political context and
protection from competing reforms

* Leadership stability
e Staff commitment
*  Staff member retention

*  Practical components structured into
daily life

*  Sustained professional development

* Positive student outcomes

This final section looks at each of these areas
in the context of Montana Reading First.
(Table 7-1 in Appendix C reflects a summary
of survey results regarding support of
Reading First.)

Supportive political context and protection
from competing reforms. Currently, support
for Reading First at the cohort 2 district level is
high. Few programs exist that clash with
Reading First; the majority of district
coordinators (90%), principals (91%), and
coaches (82%) disagreed that major initiatives
contradicted, or were not aligned with,
Reading First.

Furthermore, the majority of the districts
provided substantial support to their Reading
First schools during the third year of
implementation. As noted in Chapter 4.

Leadership and School-level Structures, this
support always included a district
coordinator, financial management of the
grant, a DIBELS assessment team, analysis of
student reading data, and the provision of
professional development aligned with
Reading First. It frequently included technical
assistance and a teacher mentoring/induction
program that included an introduction to
Reading First. Sixty percent of the district
coordinators indicated that their district
modified district requirements in order to be
aligned with Reading First; however, the
extent to which this was necessary and did not
happen is unknown.

Interviewed principals unanimously reported
that the state had addressed sustainability
with them. This most frequently included
developing a sustainability plan, as described
by one principal:

With identified improvements and a correction
plan; what is working well will stay the same
and we will change some of the things that are
not working. The teachers are involved. The
state reading specialist continues to be
available to us. (Principal)

When asked what additional support would
be appreciated from the state, principals most
frequently requested continued technical
assistance (as reflected in the quote above.).

It appears as though cohort 1 might have
received less support from the state in the area
of sustainability during its final year of
implementation than cohort 2 did. While two-
thirds of cohort 1 principals were pleased with
the amount of support they received from the
state, half of the schools had written a plan to
address sustainability. Regardless, over the
last two years, cohort 1 principals and district
coordinators reported continued district
support for Reading First, and principals and
coaches continued to receive technical
assistance from their state reading specialist.
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Montana Reading First expects to provide a
similar amount of technical assistance during
the 2008-2009 school year as it did in 2007-
2008.

Leadership stability. When leadership
changes and a new direction is envisioned,
years of work can be erased. As noted earlier,
during the 2007-2008 school year, cohort 2
principal turnover was low; two-thirds of
principals have been at their school since prior
to receiving their Reading First grant. In
addition to stable leadership, leadership
appears to be somewhat distributed —two-
thirds of teachers agreed that their RLT was
visible and effective; a similar proportion of
members agreed that attending those
meetings was a good use of their time.

Compared to cohort 2, principal turnover in
cohort 1 was higher in its last year of full
funding (16%), but an equal proportion of
principals had been at their school since prior
to receiving their Reading First grant. Slightly
higher proportions of teachers agreed that
their RLT was visible and effective, and RLT
members agreed that attending those
meetings was a good use of time.

Figure 7 -2

100% 4  92% 92% 91%
90% -
80% -
70% -
60% -
50% -
40% -
30% -
20% -
10% ~
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Percentage Agreeing

Staff commitment. One of the most
important factors for sustaining reform work
is staff commitment and support for reform
activities. Data from the evaluation continue
to suggest that support is very strong among
cohort 2 principals and coaches, but more
moderate among teachers. The majority of
principals and coaches agreed they were
pleased to have a Reading First grant and
strongly supported the instructional changes
that occurred; about two-thirds of teachers
agreed (see figure 7- 2).

Coaches and principals who felt that teacher
buy-in to Reading First was high, attributed it
to student success, having time to implement
the program, and their professional
development. One principal commented:

The teachers can see the program makes a
difference. Reading First gives the new
teachers a designed program and direction.
The data show it is working. (Principal)

Also cited were the positive impact the book
study had on teachers, their increased use of
data, and the importance of training new
teachers in Reading First prior to starting the
school year. All of the interviewed teachers

100%100%

2%

0
56% 57% o2%

Principals

Coaches Teachers

m 2006

O2007 @2008

Support for Reading First Instructional Changes
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were positive about the impact Reading First
had upon them. Their comments echoed
those of their principals and coaches:

On a scale from 1-10, a 6: 1 like the
professional development and the book studies
were great...Data meetings are good; at the
end of the year, after DIBELS benchmark tests,
we see growth from beginning to end of year,
and it re-affirms the program is working.
(Teacher)

Coaches of teachers with lower buy-in
attributed it to dissatisfaction with some
materials and to time constraints.

Many principals and coaches continue to deal
with resistance. They used a variety of
strategies for dealing with it, ranging from
having open communication, staying true to
the vision, modeling and co-teaching to
improvement plans, written reprimands, and
continuing to let teachers know there were
other schools where they could teach.

Support for Reading First was similar for
cohort 1 principals and coaches in their third
year of implementation. While such support
was slightly higher among cohort 1 teachers
than cohort 2 teachers in their third year, a
smaller proportion of cohort 2 teachers had
philosophical or pedagogical objections to
Reading First. Larger proportions of cohort 2
principals and coaches were challenged with
teacher resistance to Reading First.

Support for Reading First instructional
changes was similar for cohort 1 principals,
coaches, and teachers in 2008 as it was in 2006.

Staff retention. Schools in which teacher and
coach turnover is low do not need to spend a
lot of resources and time providing
professional development to new staff
members who need to learn the reform
approach. Overall, cohort 2 teacher and coach
retention are high. Ninety percent of cohort 2
coaches, and about three-quarters of the

teachers, have been at their school since the
start of Reading First or before. During the
2007-2008 school year, no new coaches were
hired in cohort 2 Reading First schools, and
two-fifths of principals reported hiring no new
teachers during the 2007-2008 school year.
However, one-quarter of principals reported
at least 20 percent teacher turnover, and
fourteen percent of all teachers were new to
their school.

Currently, two-thirds of cohort 1 coaches and
60 percent of teachers have been at their
school since the start of Reading First or
before. In its first year of continuation, no
more than 10 percent of coaches and teachers
were new to their building. Coach and
teacher turnover increased in 2007-2008
(about 20 percent for coaches and teachers)

The majority of cohort 2 district coordinators
(60%), but slightly fewer cohort 1 district
coordinators (40%), reported that it was
difficult to find qualified applicants for the
coaching position.

Practical components structured into daily
life. When the practical components of a
reform effort are structured into the daily life
of the school community, reform is more
likely to be sustained; the reform becomes
how the school “does business.” In Reading
First, these practical components include
grade-level meetings, assessment systems, and
the consistent use of data.

Almost all cohort 2 teachers reported
attending grade-level meetings regularly, and
the majority (76%) felt doing so was a good
use of their time. Assessment systems were
established in all of the cohort 2 schools; those
for benchmark assessments were more
entrenched than those for progress
monitoring. Use of data for critical tasks was
highest and habitual among coaches; it was
slightly less so for teachers, and still less for
principals. Regardless, the majority of these
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staff members regularly used data for many
activities.

In its last year of full funding, cohort 1 schools
were similarly positioned to those in cohort 2.
Similar proportions of cohort 1 and cohort 2
teachers regularly attended grade-level
meetings and viewed them similarly.
Assessments systems were established in all of
the cohort 1 schools; but far fewer K-3 teachers
were involved in progress monitoring
compared to teachers in cohort 2. Data was
used by the majority of staff members for a
variety of tasks in all schools in their last year
of funding. In 2006, cohort 1 principals
appeared to use data the most, followed by
their coaches and teachers who used it with
similar frequency. Cohort 2 coaches appear to
use data more than cohort 1 coaches did and
while teachers’ use of data was similar,

cohort 1 principals” use of data was more
frequent than that of cohort 1 principals.

Over the past two years, cohort 1 principal
and coach leadership around Reading First
has remained strong, with regular data use.
Teachers’ use of data continues to decline.
Classroom observations by coaches have
declined in frequency.

Sustained professional development. Staff
members who worked at Reading First
schools for the past three years have received
a substantial amount of professional
development in reading. To continue to work
collaboratively, new staff members need
opportunities to catch up to their experienced
colleagues. At the same time, experienced
educators benefit from opportunities that keep
them abreast of current research and reinforce
critical concepts.

As noted earlier, the majority of district
coordinators reported the existence of a
teacher mentoring/induction program that
included an introduction to Reading First. In
addition to this training opportunity, most
principals indicated that new teachers were

supported in multiple ways at the school level.
This support included:

* Participation in training, such as the
Montana Reading Institute

* Additional time with the reading
coach

¢ Technical assistance from the state
reading specialist

*  Mentoring from, and observations of
classrooms of, other teachers

Looking at the experience of cohort 1,
principals and coaches continued to be offered
frequent professional development and
technical assistance opportunities. Such
professional development will continue to be
offered to principals and coaches in both
cohorts and at similar levels during the 2008-
2009 school year.

After two years in continuation, teachers
continued to report a decline the amount of
reading-related professional development
they received; about two-fifths considered it to
be sustained and intensive; three-fifths
considered it to be focused on the classroom.
Teachers who were hired after their school
entered continuation were more likely to
report receiving more professional
development in reading than the year before,
and that professional development in reading
was sustained and intensive —indicating that
perhaps these new teachers are getting more
attention than their peers.

Positive student outcomes. Positive student
outcomes are critical to sustaining reform
initiatives, as they provide the rationale for
continuing efforts. In both cohorts each year,
larger percentages of Montana Reading First
students met benchmark, and smaller
percentages of students were at intensive. In
most grades, a higher proportion of students
attained benchmark in cohort 1 than in
cohort 2.
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CHAPTER EIGHT: RECOMMENDATIONS

In 2008-2009, the cohort 2 schools will enter
their fourth year of implementation and their
first year with reduced funding. The loss of
some coaches, the redistribution of
responsibilities, and challenges regarding
sustainability may all be confronted, to some
extent. The following recommendations are
offered for consideration:

Classroom observations and feedback.
Cohort 2 principals were likely to observe
teachers once a month, but provided feedback
less often; coaches observed and provided
feedback more frequently. While principal
and coach observations are important and
should continue to be stressed, other avenues
of classroom-based professional development
for teachers could be explored. Peer coaching
is one such area that will allow teachers to
receive professional development in a
collaborative environment.

Knowledge Box. Montana Reading First
should continue to review and update
Knowledge Box to ensure the content is aligned
with current research, reinforces topics
addressed at principal and coach meetings,
and remains an efficient means for providing
professional development across the state.
Staff members at schools may benefit from a
review of how to use this resource as key staff
members change and professional
development responsibilities shift.
Furthermore, training all staff members
provides them opportunity to access
professional development that meets their
needs as frequently as needed.

State reading specialists. State reading
specialists’ visits should continue as this
resource is valued by staff members in
schools. In some schools, these visits might be
increased. Some coaches felt that increased
presence of their state reading specialist might
improve teachers’ perceptions of their role and
input. In schools where coaches are no longer
present, increased visits, observations, and
attendance at meetings might help to ensure
that key components of the program are
maintained and that as challenges arise they
are quickly addressed. State reading
specialists should be careful to strike a balance
between providing supports and monitoring.

Professional development for principals and
coaches. Montana Reading First should
continue offering regular professional
development opportunities for coaches and
principals and strongly encourage their
participation. The following topic areas may
want to be included: working with teacher
resistance, differentiating instruction, and
student engagement.

Share the findings on principal trust. The
information on principal trust should be used
as a means of encouraging principals to
regularly observe and providing feedback to
teachers and attending grade-level meetings.

As cohort 1 schools enter their sixth year of
implementation, Montana Reading First may
want to consider decreasing site visits and
technical assistance to these schools. In most
cases, Reading First sustainability is high and
these visits were seen as less useful to staff
members last year.
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MT RF Principal Survey 2008
Cohort 2

MONTANA READING FIRST
PRINCIPAL SURVEY 2008

Responses were received from 12 principals. Urddsswise noted, the N for each item is equal or
approximate to this number.

SECTION A: PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

1. Did you attend any Reading First training railding the summer of 20077

17% No

83% Yes

Please indicate your level of agreement with thieiong statements.

Which principal/coach meetings did you attend/da ptan to attend this year? (select all that

apply)

83% September 24-25 in Billings

83% December 3-4 in Great Falls

67% February 25-26 with Kevin Feldman in Helena
100% May 5-6 with Jill Jackson in Helena

3
: : >3 3 55 | o >
The professional development that | received at theoach and = ? ? N 9] 20
rincipal meetings this year... Sao| & e g 22
princip g Y =2 £ % = < 7<
zZ <
3. s very relevant to my work. - 8% 17% 4206 33%
4.  Was mostly review for me. - 42% 33%  25P6 -
5.  Consisted of high-quality presentations. 8% 8% %59 25%
6. Prov_ld_ed me with useful training in observing tearshand ) 16% | 25% | 420% 17%
providing feedback.
7. sptg‘\fnded me with useful tools for working with r&sint 9% | 279%| 18%| 37% 9%
8.  Met my specific needs as a Reading First principal. - 25% | 17%| 33%| 25%
Included adequate opportunities to reflect andeshéith ) 8% | 179% | 67% 8%
my colleagues.
10.  Was differentiated (taﬂored) to meet the. need_dltbérent ) 2506 | 500 8% 17%
groups, based on their level of pre-existing expert
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Cohort 2

11.  The gualityof training in instructional leadership that | i ) o o o
received through the state and Reading First &us.y 17% | 50% | 33%

12.  The_amounbf training in instructional leadership that | | o o o o
received through the state and Reading First #us.y 1% | 17% | 50% ) 16%

13.  If you were not pleased with the amount, was theoe 8% Too much - Too little

much or too little?

14.  This year, how often did you watch or use traimmaterials frorKnowledge BoX

32% Never 9% 2-3 times a month
50% Once or a few times a year - 1-3 timeseek
9% Once a month - Daily

15.  Knowledge Box has prowded_ important professional i 25% | 2506 | 4206 8%
development to our school this year.

16. Know_ledgg Box is an effective vghlcle for the deliy of i 33% | 25% | 42% i
Reading First training and materials.

SECTION B: USE OFDATA

Please indicate your level of agreement with thieiong statements and indicate whether or not you

would like more training.

17.  Identify professional development ) i o 0 0 0
needs in reading. 8% | 75% | 17% 8%

18. Lead teachers in discussions. - - 8% 67 2500 8%

19.  Make staff assignments (teachers and i 18% | 55% | 27% 0%
paras).

20. Identify teacher strengths and ) i 16% | 42% | 42% 17%
weaknesses.

21.  Understand student achievement trends: i 9% 64% 27% 17%
across our school.




MT RF Principal Survey 2008
Cohort 2

The section below asks how frequently you use mgaaisessment data when performing specific aspects
of your job. If a question asks about an actitfitgt you do not perform, please select the lasbapt|
don’t do that.”

) T
() =
| use the results of reading assessments s | 2| £ | 3 =N S
(such as the DIBELS) when... 9 G e z =2 =
24 o] > < c
2 S
22.  Communicating with teachers about their students. - - 17% | 58% | 25% -
23.  Communicating with teachers about their instruction - - | 42% | 50% 8% -
24.  Making decisions about student grouping. D% B% D% % D 64% 8%
25. Making _deC|_S|ons abc_)ut matching students to the ) 9% 9% | 27%| 55% 8%
appropriate interventions.
26.  Looking at schoolwide (K-3) trends. 8% 50% 42% -

SECTION C: READING LEADERSHIP TEAM

27.  Are you a member of the Reading Leadership TeanT)RL your school?

90% Yes | - No | 10% There is no RLT at our &tho

28.  This year, how often did you attend RLT meetings?
- Never
- Seldom
- Sometimes
22% Often
78% Always
- There is no such team at our school

SECTION D: YOUR VIEWS ON READING FIRST

Please indicate your level of agreement with eaatement below. If a question is not applicableape
leave it blank.

S
>218 |55 >
. D = e <& <M o9
This year... 5§38 5 2 = =
Gala |£5|F |8¢
25
Z <
29. ;ea;n; t;/;crz comfortable observing teachers and piogidonstructive ) ) ) 64% | 36%
30.  Ifeel that Reading First puts excessive emphasihe involvement o o o 0 )
of the principal in instructional matters. 30% | 20%| 10% 40%
31. Eeeeaagérrlsghli:;)r?_tev;gquld not run smoothly without theaRtieg ) ) 27% | 64% 9%
32.  Major initiatives in our district contradict or anet aligned with 64% | 27% 9% ) )
Reading First.
33. L{set;%ri\r?éylzsitjsp;port the instructional changes thataccurring under ) ) 9% 36% | 55%
34.  Our district provides sufficient support for Reaglffirst. 9% 9% - 64%| 18%
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Cohort 2
L @
[N
=23 | 8 55 | o >,
O = —_ < ] [))
This year... S| & 52 | £ s <
o6 |£5|% |8°
28
35. ]%\r/?rr](;omlng teacher resistance to Reading Firsbbas a challenge 18% | 36% ) 37% 9%
36. I have significant philosophical or pedagogicalemjons to the 27% | 55% 9% 9% )
approach of Reading First.
37. 1 am pleased that our school has a Reading Fiasttgr - - - 27% | 73%
38. In my view, Reading First overemphasizes the imgua¢ of using 27% 550 9% } 9%
DIBELS results. 0 0 0 0
39. I think that the DIBELS is a valid, accurate indimeof student ) 0 o 0 0
reading ability. 9% 9% 64%| 18%
40. Our school has a collaborative culture. 9% - 73%-| 18%
41.  Attending grade-level reading meetings is a goadafsny time. - - 18% | 46%| 36%
42. ﬁrtrt](;ndlng Reading Leadership Team meetings is a gse of my ) ) 17% | 50%| 33%
43.  Attending reading study groups is a good use ofimg. - 8% 33% | 34%| 25%
44, L;r]\;(\)/lery satisfied with the core reading prograease using at ou ) 8% 8% 42%| 429
45. Our Reading First program is doing an excellentrja®eting the ) 0 0 0 0
needs of our American Indian students. 8% 17% | 42%| 33%
46. | beligve that _Reading Fi_rst can close the achiergrgap between ) ) 2506 | 50%| 25%
American Indian and white students.
47. Ing;eigz\égl;hat reading instruction at our schoda lmaproved ) ) ) 42% | 58%
48.  Our staffing resources are sufficient to provideinentions to all ) 0 0 o 0
students who need them. 8% 8% 67%| 17%
49. My school does an excellent job of providing appiate reading ) 0 ) 0 o
interventions to all students who need them. 8% ™% | 1%
50.  Instruction in other subjects has suffered becatiadi of the focus ) 33% | 8% | 42%| 17%
on Reading First.
51. State project staff (directors, State Reading $lietd) are ) 0 ) 0 o
responsive to our school's needs. 25% 33%| 42%
52. Izlifgfge Reading Specialist’s support and inpsible@n extremely| 8% 8% 34%| 50%
53. | trust our State Reading Specialist with any infation — good or ) ) 17% | 33%| 50%
bad — about our reading program.
54. Our State Reading Specialist understands our schooprograms
and culture, and takes that into account when ngakin - 16% - 42% | 42%
recommendations.
55.  We receive conflicting messages about reading andistrict and 0 0 0 0 )
state Reading First staff (directors, State Rea8iperialist). 25% | 58% 8% 9%
56. | believe that all of the instructional changesmade under Reading ) 8% | 50% | 429
First will be sustained after the grant is over.
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SECTION F: SUSTAINABILITY
After grant funding ends, will the following Reading First components be
continued at your schog?
Definitely Likely Not Likely Don’'t Know
57.  90-minute reading block 83% 17% - -
58. Reading Leadership Team 55% 36% 9% -
59.  Grade-level meetings 67% 33% - -
60. Core program 83% 17% - -
61. DIBELS 75% 17% 8% -
62. Reading coach 42% 33% 17% 8%
63.  Professional development in reading 50% 42% 8% -
SECTION G: PRINCIPAL & SCHOOL DEMOGRAPHICS
64. How many K-3 classroom teachers do you have in poilding?
Range 1-20; Average 10
65. This year, how many of those teachers were nevoto juilding?
Range 0-4; Average 1l
66. How many total years of principal experience do fiaue (including this year)?
Range 2-18; Average 9
67. How many years have you been the principal atsti®ol (including this year?
Range 1-13; Average 5
68. Did your school make AYP in 2006-20077?
78% Yes
11% No, because of bothath and reading scores
- No, because of reading score
- No, because of math score
11% No, because of other reasons (attendance, ibehete.)
69. At which school do you workYour school name is used *only* to make sure we fiem each

school. Your responses are confidential and n@aichames will be used in reporting.

Box Elder
Dodson

East Evergreen
East Glacier Park
Frazer

Harlem

Heart Butte
Lakeside
Morningside
Rocky Boy
Stevensville
West-Butte

Thank you for your support of the evaluation!
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MONTANA READING FIRST
COACH SURVEY 2008

Responses were received from 12 coaches. Unlessangse noted, the N for each item is equal or
approximate to this number.

SECTION A: PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

1(a). Did you attend any Reading First traininfgdrdring the summer of 20077

8% No | 92% Yes

1(b). Did you attend training with Frances Besselin January 20087

83% No | 17% Yes

1(c). Did you attend training with Kevin Feldmankebruary 2008?

8% No | 92% Yes

1(d). Do you plan on attending training with Jiéickson in May 20087

- No | 100% Yes

Please indicate your level of agreement with thieiong statements.

, : >3 3 ggv qg o | 2o
The profeSS|or_1aI dev_elopment that | received at theoach and g’ @ @ ?—, 3 % %” aa.»’
principal meetings this year... = g '(oﬂ % g < <
2 e

2. was very relevant to my work. - - - 67% 33%

3. was mostly review for me. - 50% 25% 17% 8%

4. consisted of high-quality presentations. - - - 83%4.7%

5. provided me with useful training in coaching metsiod - 8% | 17% | 50%| 25%

6. gtr:;f/.lded me with useful tools for working with retsint ) 22% | 25% | 33% )

7. included adequate opportunities to reflect andeshath
my colleagues.

- 8% | 17% | 50% | 25%

8. met my specific needs as a Reading First coach. - % [817% | 67% 8%
9. was differentiated (tailored) to meet the needs of
different groups, based on their level of pre-emgst - 17% | 41% | 42% -
expertise.
> [0} [0} . O 9 >
| am very pleased with... Ga | B 254 < & <

10. the_qualityof cogchln_g tralr_ung that | received through the ) ) 8% 500 | 33%
state and Reading First this year.
11. the_amounbf coaching training that | received through the| - 8% 8% 59% | 25%

state and Reading First this year.

12.

If you were not pleased, was there too much olitte? - Too much 100% Too little
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13. Looking ahead to next ye§2008-2009), in which area(s) glou as coacmeed additional training:
(select all that apply)

17% Coaching methods - Using templates

33% Developing rapport and buy-in with staff 50%tervention programs

50% Working with resistance, conflict resolutio 25% Working with American Indian students
25% Lesson modeling 33% Student engagement

8% Classroom observations 8%  Strategi¢sach the five components

33%
33%

Providing constructive feedback
Training new staff

58% Differentiated instruction (i.e. instruction
tailored to individual students’ needs)

33% Meeting facilitation 8% Administering asdoring assessments
25% Budgeting 8% Interpreting and using assessment results
17% Using the core program 17% Other:

This year, how many visits did your school receivifom: This number of
visits was:
[}
q > i 95 | B o=
|_
14. State Reading Specialist - - - 8% 25% 67% - 18% 82%
15. District reading staff 67% 17% - 8% 8% - 20% 80%
: - Did Not
This year, how helpful were visits | Notatall | Somewhat Very
; Helpful Take
from: helpful helpful helpful
Place
16. State Reading Specialist - - 42% 58% -
17. District reading staff - - 50% 50% 80%
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18. On a typical site visit this year, what activité@es your State Reading Specialist engage inZt(sdle

that apply)

42% Models lessons for the benefit of teachers
8% Models coaching for my benefit

92% Participates in observations/walk-throughs wwith

50% Provides professional development to teachf§ s

33% Assists me in preparing professional developriterstaff

67% Provides technical assistance to principal atfigsd/or Reading Leadership Team

58% Shares information from national/regional/siéading First-related training and meetings

75% Reviews documentation

92% Reviews assessment data

42% Reviews budgetary data

100% Meets with me and/or principal

75% Meets individually with teachers

42% Attends grade-level meetings

- Attends reading study groups

33% Attends Reading Leadership Team meetings

83% Shares materials

100% Reviews Reading Improvement Plan/ActitamP

67% Completes the Reading Improvement Plan cheécklis
8% Provides Knowledge Box/AIMSweb technical assise
8% Other

19. This year, how often did you watch or use traimmaterials from Knowledge Box?

8% Never 9% 2-3 times a month

50% Once or a few times a year - 1-3 timesek

33% Once a month - Daily
> 8 598 >
2o =) oD 5 23
°3 3 o 2§ 2 S 2
N} ) z 28 n

20. Knowledge Bokas provided important

professional development to our schopl 8% 42% 17% 259 8%

this year.

21. Knowledge Boxs an effective vehicle
for the delivery of Reading First 8% - 33% 42% 17%
training and materials.

22. Overcoming Dyslexiavas an engaging
topic for our school’s reading study - 8% - 42% 50%
group this year.
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SECTION B: DATA AND ASSESSMENTS

23. Who reqularlyadministers the K-3 DIBELS progress-monitoragpsessments to students at your
school? (check all that apply)

58% | do (coach) 92% K-3 teachers

- Principal 33% 4th'sgrade teachers
8% Paraprofessionals - District staff
17% Specialists (Title I, Special Ed, etc.) Other:

24. Who regularlyadministers the K-3 DIBELS benchmaksessments to students at your school?
(check all that apply)

100% | do (coach) - K-3teachers
- Principal - 4th-6th grade teachers

33% Paraprofessionals 17% District staff

33% Specialists (Title I, Special Ed, etc.) 8@iher:
On average how often are students Every 2 | Everys | Every4 | EVEY5 Exg;iz
in each of the following groups Weekly to 6 Never
progress monitored at your school? weeks weeks weeks weeks oorflgis
25. Benchmark - - - 33% 17% 42% 8%
26. Strategic 8% 33% 17% 42% - - -
27. Intensive 33% 67% - - - - -
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aspects of your job. If a question asks aboutctiviéy that you do not perform, please selectlgst
option, “I don’t do that.”

The section below asks about how frequently youasding assessment data when performing specific

. = > é > 4 3
| use the results of reading assessments (such he t % © = E] § = E
DIBELS) when... Z - E 2 2 ss
3 =
28. Communicating with teachers about their students. - - 58% | 42% -
29. Communicating with teachers about their instruction - - 50% | 33% | 17% -
30. Making decisions about student grouping. - 8% 8D QT5% -
31. Modifying lessons from the core program. - 10% 50pB0% | 10% | 17%
32. Identifying which students need interventions. - - - 8% | 92% -
33. mgfziengdsst.ruggling students to the correct intatian for ) ) ) 2506 | 75% )
34. Monitoring student progress in interventions. - - -1 17% | 83% -
et apomy | | e | |
36. Looking at schoolwide (K-3) trends. - - - 17% 839 -
SECTION C: READING LEADERSHIP TEAM AND STUDY GROUPS
37. Who is on the Reading Leadership Team (RL{3&ect all that apply)
92% | am (coach) 92% Grade 1 teacher(s)
92% Principal 92% Grade 2 teacher(s)
59% Special education teacher(s) 92% Grade B¢egm)
33% Title | teacher(s) 67% Grade 4-6 teacher(s)
17% Parent(s) - District representative(s)
25% Paraprofessional(s) - Other:
92% K teacher(s) 8% We don't have a RLT (dkigection D)

38. Which of the following areypical topics at your RLT meetings(&e ect as many as apply)

83% Schoolwide reading assessment data

67% Student-level reading assessment data

33% Reading research

50% Reading materials to use or purchase

25% Modifications to the core program

8% Templates and/or lesson maps

25% Student behavior/discipline

42% Special events (e.g., family literacy day)

58% Instructional strategies

67% Interventions

75% Information from state Reading First meetings

83% Scheduling

67% Grouping

25% Problem solving for individual students

8%  Topics not related to reading

67% Sustainability of Reading First (what will hgppwhen funds
- Other

are gone)
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39. This year, how often does your school have RI€Etings, on averagg®elect one)
- Never
18%  Once or a few times a year
27% Every other month
28% Once a month
9% Every other week
18% Once a week or more

40. How many reading study groups has your school thésdyear?

- None | 17% 1-2 | 33% 3-4 |  42% 5-6 | 8% 7 ormore

SECTION D: ROLES & RESPONSIBILITIES

In previous years, the evaluation has found that nray coaches work very long hours and carry a
wide range of responsibilities. This year, we arasking in more detail about the amount of time you
spend on different activities, in order to track owerall patterns and make recommendations about
task allocations. As always, no individual respores are reported; only overall summaries and trends
are provided in the report.

For the following two questions, please round to # nearest hour: up for 30 minutes or more, down
for 29 minutes or less.

41. As areading coach, how many hours a week do yok atcthis job, on average?
Range 40-64 Average 48 hr/wk

42. On average, how many hours per week do you spettigediollowing tasks?

Coordinating or administering reading assessments
Range 0-11% Average 6%

Managing data (entering data, creating charts), etc.
Range 2-18%  Average 6%

Reviewing and using reading assessment data
Range 2-11%  Average 6%

Attending professional development or state-leveétimgs
Range 2-9% Average 5%

Planning for and attending Reading Leadership Taadhgrade-level meetings
Range 2-22% Average 9%

Training groups of teachers in grades K-3
Range 2-12% Average 6%

Observing, demonstrating or providing feedbacktihviidual teachers in grades K-3
Range 4-38% Average 19%

Observing, demonstrating or providing feedbackttiviidual teachers in grades 4-6
Range 0-15% Average 5%

Training groups of teachers in grades 4-6
Range 0-4% Average 2%

Planning interventions
Range 2-22% Average 9%

Providing interventions directly to students
Range 0-38% Average 13%

Covering or subbing for teachers
Range 2-13% Average 4%

Paperwork (not including assessment/data managgment
Range 0-16% Average 9%

Bus/recess duty
Range 0-11% Average 2%

Other: Range 0-7% Average 1%
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SECTION E: INSTRUCTION AND INTERVENTIONS

Please indicate the number of minutes (do not rpund

Cohort 2

How many

How many minutes of the
How many minutes of the | block, on average,
minutes long is | block, on average, are taught at AT C\ least 90
Grade ; , minutes
the reading are taught at students uninterrunted?
block? students’ grade individual pted:
level? instructional
level?
43. Half-day Range 60-90 - - 33% Yes
Kindergarten Average 75 67% No
44. Full-day Range 60-120 - - 70% Yes
Kindergarten Average 91 30% No
45, First Range 90-122 - - 100% Yes
Average 95 - No
46. Second Range 90-122 - - 92% Yes
Average 95 8% NoO
47. Third Range 90-120 - - 92% Yes
Average 95 8% No

48. Does your school use walk-to-read (students waklntather teacher for reading instruction) during th
90-minute block?

30% Yes, in all or nearly all classes
50% Yes, in some grades or classes but not all
20% No, not at all

The following series of questions refer to the interventions your school provides to students outside of

the reading block.

49. How many students will have receiviedensive interventionsthis year (from August or September
2007 to June 2008)?
“Intensive interventions” occur outside the readibipck, at least two hours per week for at
least six weeksCount any individual student only once, evdreishe has received
interventions for more than one session or terfryol do not have exact numbers, please
provide the best estimate that you can.

Range 0-300 Average 59%

50. How many other students (not counted in the prevoestion) will have receiveess intensive
interventions (outside the reading block, less than two hoursagek and/or less than six weeks)?

Range 0-200 Average 31%

To what percentage of students in each DIBELS grmyis your school able to provide interventions?

<20% 20-39% 40-59% 60-79% 80-99% 100%
51. Intensive - - - - 18% 82%
52. Strategic 9% 9% - 9% 9% 64%
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53. If fewer than 100 percent of eligible students reeénterventions, what are the primary obstackasry
school faces? (check all that apply):
50% Insufficient staffing
8% Lack of trained staff
8%  Student transportation/bussing (limits befaftet school options)
8%  Available space in the building
- Teacher resistance
- Lack of parental support
8% Other

54. Who regularlyprovides interventions at your schodi¢heck all that apply)

50% | do (coach) 33% 4th-6th grade teachers
83% Paraprofessionals 17% Volunteers

50% Specialists (Interventionist, Literacy Faailitr, etc.) 25% Paid tutors

67% K-3 teachers 8% Other:

55. What is the largest number iotensivestudents that work at one time with an intervenpoovider?
Range 3-8 Average 5
SECTION F: YOUR VIEWS ON READING FIRST

Please indicate your level of agreement with eaatement below. If a question is not applicableape
leave it blank.

83
=9 3 25 | o >,
. D = = < @ [=))
This year... S| © | 52 £ c g
=g ) c 0 < S <
(GNa) a = ()
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56. My role as the reading coach is clearly defined. - 16% - 67% | 17%
57. Most teachers at our school understand the rafleeofeading coach. - 8% 8% | 84% -
58. 1 am very comfortable observing teachers and piogid - 8% | 25% | 58% 9%
constructive feedback.
59. Reading First would not run smoothly without theaBiag - 17% | 33% | 42% 8%
Leadership Team.
60. Major initiatives (programs or grants) in our disticontradict or arg 18 64% 9% 9% -
not aligned with Reading First.
61. | strongly support the instructional changes thataccurring under| - - 8 25% | 67%
Reading First.
62. Overcoming teacher resistance to Reading Firsbhas a challenge - 25% - 25% | 50%
for me.
63. | have significant philosophical or pedagogicalemjons to the 42 50% 8% - -
approach of Reading First.
64. In my view, Reading First overemphasizes the ingraré¢ of using 8 58% | 34% - -
DIBELS results.
65. | think that the DIBELS is a valid, accurate indmaof student - - - 83% | 17%
reading ability.
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66. 1 am fully confident that before each benchmarkitgsperiod, all - - 50% | 50%
members of our assessment team thoroughly unddritan
administration and scoring of the DIBELS.
67. Our school has an organized system for adminigg®eading First | - - - 42% | 58%
assessments (such as DIBELS).
68. Our school has an organized system for analyzidgsharing - - - 50% | 50%
Reading First assessments (such as DIBELS) witthera.
69. Our school has an organized system for reviewiadirg - 18% | 18% | 55% 9%
assessment data that have been disaggre@giédip) by key
demographic variables (i.e. race/ethnicity or fresiced-price
lunch).
70. 1 am pleased that our school has a Reading Fiastt gr - - - 42% | 58%
71. Our school has a collaborative culture. 8% 8% | 25% | 50% 9%
72. Attending grade-level reading meetings is a goadafsny time. 8% - - 50% | 42%
73. Attending Reading Leadership Team meetings is a gse of my - - 25 33% | 42%
time.
74. Attending reading study groups is a good use ofimg. - - - 33% | 67%
75. 1 am very satisfied with the core reading prograease using at - - 8 67% | 25%
our school.
76. | believe that reading instruction at our schod lmaproved - - - 33% | 67%
noticeably.
77. Our Reading First program is doing an excellentrjeeting the - - 25% | 42% | 33%
needs of our American Indian students.
78. | believe that Reading First can close the achiergrgap between | - 8% | 25% | 4% | 2%
American Indian and white students.
79. Our school uses reading materials that are welGineat to the needs - - 33% | 50% | 1™
of our American Indian students in reading.
80. Teachers at my school are equipped to meet thes rofelir - 8% | 17 | 58% | 17%
American Indian students in reading.
81. The intervention materials we use are well-matdbetie needs of - - 17% | 50% | 33%
our struggling readers.
82. Our school’s intervention providers are well-tralrte meet the - 8% | 1% | 67% 8%
needs of struggling readers.
83. Our school does an excellent job of providing appede reading - 8% | 42% | 33% | 17%
interventions to all students who need them.
84. Instruction in other subjects has suffered becafisdl of the focus - 4% | 25% | 33% -
on Reading First.
85. State project Reading First staff (director, SRéading Specialists] - 8% | 1™ | 50% | 25%
are responsive to my school's needs.
86. The State Reading Specialist’'s support and inpsiblegn extremely - - - 75% | 25%
valuable.
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87. I trust our State Reading Specialist with any infation — good or - - 58% | 42%
bad — about our reading program.
88. Our State Reading Specialist understands our schopprograms - - - 67% | 33%
and culture, and takes that into account when ngakin
recommendations.
89. | believe that all of the instructional changesmade under 8% | 1™ 8% | 59% 8%

Reading First will be sustained after the gramivier.

SECTION H: DEMOGRAPHICS

90. What is your current position?
18% Part-time reading coach
85% Full-time reading coach

91. Is there another reading coach at your school?
9% Yes 91% No

92. If yes, does this reading coach also work with ke&ding teachers?

50% Yes 50% No

93. How many total years of coaching experience dohae (including this year)?

Range 2-7 Average 4

94. How many years have you been the reading coadttisssdhool (including this year)?

Range 2-7 Average 3

95. How many years have you worked at this school fin@pacity, including this year)?

Range 3-20 Average 7

96. How many years of teaching experience do you harier(to becoming a coach)?

Range 2-33 Average 14

97. What are your educational credentials? (seleotasy as apply)

83% Bachelor’s degree
33% Traditional Certification
50% Reading certification

Master’'s degree
33% In reading

25% In area of education other than reading

- In discipline other than education

- Doctorate (Ph.D. or Ed.D.)
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98. At which school do you work¥our school name is used *only* to make sure we fiemn each
school. Your responses are confidential and n@aichames will be used in reporting.

PR RRRRRRRRRPR

Box Elder
Dodson

East Evergreen
East Glacier Park
Frazer

Harlem

Heart Butte
Lakeside
Morningside
Rocky Boy
Stevensville
West-Butte

Thank you for your support of the evaluation!
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Responses were received from 123 teachers. Uotlessvise noted, the N for each item is equal or

approximate to this number.

SECTION A: PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

1. Did you attend any Reading First training reieing the summer of 20077

16% No |

84% Yes

Thinking back over this school year, please ingidatw helpful you feel that the various forms cldrey

First professional development were for you, peadign

@ g
53| 22 | £2 | 23 | 22 | ¢
Over the 2007-2008 school year, how helpful was/weer é S| 52 | 22| 29| 22| &8¢
T @ T 6 T oI <T =
n =
(a)
2. Training in the core program from the publisher? - 4% 26% 53% 17% | 61%
3. Demonstration lessons provided by your reading lt@ar - 2% 22% 33% 43% | 25%
4. Feedback on your instruction provided by the coach 1% | 5% 18% 3506 21% | 120
after observation of your classroom?
5. Feedback on your instruction provided by the ppati 3% | 11% 18% | 37% | 31% | 249%
after observation of your classroom?
6. Assistance from the coach in administering andisgor 1% | 206 16% | 21% | 60% | 9%
student assessments?
7. gsssl:i;a}?nce from the coach in interpreting assessmen 1% | 4% 14% | 27% | 54%| 3%
8. As&stanpe from the coach in providing quality 1% | 8% 15% | 41% | 35% | 4%
interventions?
9. As&s;ance from_the coac_h in monitoring the 206 | 9% 28% 29% 3206 | 6%
effectiveness of interventions?
10. Attending study groups about reading? % 7% 27% %43 21% 3%
11. Training segments that you watchedkomowledge BoX | - 13% | 38% | 33% 16% | 33%

12. This year, the frequency of classroom visits frtwa toach was...

8% Too frequent |

73% Just right

19% Not frequerttugh
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13. Looking ahead to next year (2008-2009), in whiakaés) do you need additional traininggelect all that

apply)
6% Phonemic awareness

3% Phonics
10%
15%
33%
37%
16%
55%

Fluency

Vocabulary
Comprehension
Student engagement

Differentiated instruction (tailoring

Working with American Indian students

instruction to individual students’ needs)

7%

3%
24%
31%

7% Administering and sgpassessments

11% Interpreting assessaseits

20% ngsassessment results to drive instruction
4% Other:

Using templates
Using the core program
Using supplemental programs
Using intervention programs

SECTION B: STUDENT ASSESSMENTS

Please indicate your level of agreement with thieiong statements and indicate whether or not wawld

like more training.

=2 o 2| g < I would like more
| am very confident in my personal ability to... 58 & 52 | 5 z training in this
b 0 fa) =5 | < S area (check if yes)
g8 g
14. Administer progress-monitoring 204 8% 3506 5506 4%
assessments.
15. Dlggnose a student’s specific reading needs 7% 10% | 56% | 27% 15%
using reading-assessment data.
16. Use data to group students. - 3% W  41%  49% 3%
17. Use data to plan small-group instruction. 4% 4% 5%5| 37% 11%
18. Understand student-achievement trends i 6% | 23% | 46% | 25% 7%
across our school.
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The section below asks how frequently you use mgaaisessment data when performing specific aspécts
your job. If a question asks about an activitytthau do not perform, please select the last optibdon’t do

that.”
& IS
. . - = > 0 E=
| use the results of reading assessments (such he DIBELS) o © = El § S
() o] -
when... z Y £ ) 2 =
7 8
19. Grouping students into small instructional grougihiw my ) 3% 9% | 46% | 42%| 12%
classroom.
20. Communicating with colleagues about reading instonc ) 2% | 179% | 35% | 46% 5%
and student needs.
21. Looking at schoolwide (K-3) trends. - 39 22%  35% 9810 7%
22. Modifying lessons from the core program. 3% 10% 19989% | 29% | 12%
23. Identifying which students need interventions. - 2% 6% | 25% | 67% 2%
24, MaFchlng struggling students to the correct intatian for ) 3% 8% | 44% | a5% 7%
their needs.
25. Monitoring student progress in interventions. 1% 206 7% | 37% | 53% 3%

26. This year, how much of the progress monitoringainyreading students did you conduct yourself?

44% All
35% Most
14% Some
7% None

SECTION C: THE READING FIRST CLASSROOM

27. Which best describes the group of students youllysave in your classroom during the reading

block:

52% Homogeneous — students are mostly alf
about the same level and have similar
instructional needs.

48% Heterogeneous — students are at a
wide variety of levels and have differing
instructional needs.

28. On a typical day, how many students are in yowsstiaom during the reading block?

Range 4-26 Average 15
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Please indicate the frequency with which the failhgwnactivities took place during this school ye20Q7-
2008).

< © © ©
This year, how often did... 5 |9E8| 25 ES| ES s
= c=>| OFE mE| =3 a
O & <
29. The principal visit your classroom during the reagd
block (for a quick walk-through or a longer - 26% | 22% | 30%| 17% 5%

observation)?

30. The principal provide you with feedback on YoUrigos | 48% 11% 15% 6% 206
instruction?

31. The reading coach observe your classroom during th%% 12% 21% 24% 3204 9%
reading block?

32. The reading coach provide you with feedback on YOUrq 05 18% 2504 2304 219 204
instruction?

33. Anot_her teacher observe your classroom during tr&% 33% 1% ) 1% 204
reading block?

34. You observe another teacher’s reading lesson? 79% | 17% 1% 1% - 2%

35. Elircall(%rofessionals work with you during the readingl% 30 1% 3% 6% 36%

36. You look at reading assessment data? - 3% 15% | 42% | 32% 8%

37. Your grade-level team meet? 1% 2% 12% | 34%| 49% 2%

38. You need to use the reading block to work on non-
reading instruction or tasks? (i.e. Writing, scien| 78% | 15% 3% 1% 2% 1%
matbh, field trips, administrative tasks)?

39. You differentiate instruction (tailor instructiono {
individual students’ needs) during the 90-minitd9% | 12% 3% 9% | 21%| 36%
reading block?

40. You use small-group instruction during the read NYgos 50 1% 8% | 11%| 47%
block?

41. You attend a reading study group? 6% | 24% | 45% 18% 6% 1%

42. You watch or use materials from Knowledge Box? | 17% | 39% 11% 15%| 11% 7%

SECTION D: MEETINGS AND COLLABORATION

43. How do you prepare your reading lessons?
6% Always in collaboration with other classroosa¢hers
16% Often in collaboration with other classroonctess
10% About half the time in collaboration with ottdassroom teachers and half the time on my
own
32% Often on my own
36% Always on my own
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44. This year, how often did the principattend your grade-level meetings?
8% Never
17% Seldom
25% Sometimes
30% Usually
20% Always

45, This year, how often did the coaattend your grade-level meetings?
5% Never
4% Seldom
11% Sometimes
12% Usually
68% Always

46. This year, how often did yoattend your grade-level meetings?
- Never
1% Seldom
1% Sometimes
16% Usually
82% Always

47. Which of the following areypical topics at your grade-leveteetings?(select as many as apply)
36% Schoolwide reading assessment data
85% Student-level reading assessment data
21% Reading research
32% Reading materials to use or purchase
35% Modifications to the core program
33% Templates and/or lesson maps
43% Student behavior/discipline
16% Special events (e.g., family literacy day)
63% Instructional strategies
72% Interventions
28% Information from state Reading First meetings
33% Scheduling
63% Grouping
63% Problem solving for individual students
18% Topics not related to reading
24% Sustainability of Reading First (what will hgppwhen funds are gone)
3% Other

48. Are you a member of the Reading Leadership TeanT{RL your school?

57% Yes | 32% No | 12% There is no RLT atsuiyool
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SECTION E: YOUR VIEWS ON READING FIRST

The following statements present a range of opmalout different components of Reading First.afde

indicate your level of agreement with each statdm#ra question is not applicable, please leavaank.
L @ 8
This year... 58 g 83 5 =
= .2 8 < < c
(2] a 25 S
z €< &
49, _I(?éjerl;chool has a visible and effective Reading kestup 2% | 119%| 23%| 4504 17%
50. gt}t/et?nq]l:g grade-level reading meetings is a goadafs 1% 2% | 16%| 59% 17%
51. ﬁ\;tsrgcfjlrrr]]%l Ei%riaedmg Leadership Team meetings is @ goq 3% | 10% | 2206 449 21%
52. Attending reading study groups is a good use ofimg. 3% | 13%| 25% 489 11%
53. g\(t)tg(;\(lj;gg Seg?gg}?rst training during the sumisest 3% 7% | 15%| 53% 2206
54. Overa_lll, thg professiona] development_l receivedubh 6% | 14% | 23%| 450 120
Reading First was ongoing and intensive.
55. Overa_lll, thg professional development | rgceivedugh 3% | 10%| 15%| 61% 11%
Reading First focused on what happens in the dassr
56. L:ir:gvztr)(l)j?tiaiilwnh the core reading prograenase 3% 7% | 13%| 5200 250
57. The instruptipnal strategies prqmoted under R.egﬂing 9% | 19%| 27%| 40% 5%
are very similar to my pre-service program training
58. ilrrk])slrf\\l/eedtrrlgttigeezdt;:‘;g instruction at our schod ha 1% 5% | 129%| 41% 41%
59. Iretr;g}z;h:bﬁiisELS is a valid, accurate indicatdrstudent 206 | 14% | 23%| 469 15%
60. Our school has an organized system for adminigjerin 0 ) o 0 0
Reading First assessments (such as DIBELS). 1% 5% | 58%) 36%
61. Our school has an organized system for analyzidg an
sharingthe results of Reading First assessments (such|asl% 5% 6% | 58%| 30%
DIBELS) with teachers.
62. | have seen our school’s reading assessment data
disaggregate@split up) by key demographic variables (i}e12% | 27% | 24%| 25% 12%
race/ethnicity or free/reduced-price lunch).
63. Fezz(?r%g First has significantly changed the wagath 1% 3% | 12%| 4306 41%
64. The intervention maFeriaIs we use are well-matdoetie 206 | 13% | 2206| 5104 1206
needs of our struggling readers.
65. Our school’s intervention providers are well-trairie 206 | 12% | 16%| 53% 17%
meet the needs of struggling readers.
66. Our ;chpol does an excellent job of providing appeie 206 | 12% | 19%| 5204 15%
reading interventions to all students who need them
67. | have significant phlloso_phlca_1I or pedagogicaleaijons 20% | 37%| 30%| 9% 4%
to the approach of Reading First.
68. Our school has a collaborative culture. W  11% 26%0% | 13%
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69. Teachers in this school trust each other. 6% 13% % 2644% | 11%

70. It's okay in this school to discuss feelings, westiand

0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
frustrations with other teachers. 7% 16%| 20%| 47% 10%

71. Teachers respect other teachers who take theread i

. 7% | 12% | 26%| 48% 7%
school improvement efforts.

72. Teachers at this school respect those colleaguesaveh

. 6% | 10% | 20%| 52% 12%
experts at their craft.

73. Teachers at this school really care about each.othe 3% 9% | 22%| 47% 19%

74. The principal takes an interest in the professional

2% | 13% | 20%| 45% 20%
development of teachers.

75. The principal communicates a clear vision for athraol. 7% | 16% | 27%!| 329 18%

76. The principal makes clear to the staff his or her

; L ; 5% | 14% | 22%| 37% 22%
expectations for meeting instructional goals.

77. The principal carefully tracks student academigpess. 4% | 16% | 27%!| 40% 13%

78. In my view, Reading First overemphasizes the ingune

0, 0, 0, 0, 0
of using DIBELS results. 4% | 20% ] 33%| 30% 13%

79. Our reading coach is a knowledgeable resource about

: ; 2% | 4% 8% | 48%| 38%
reading research and practices.

80. Even when providing critical feedback, | feel oaading

0 0, 0, 0 0
coach is an ally in helping me to improve my instian. 6% 7% | 10%) 45%  32%

81. Our reading coach has helped me become more ieélect

i . 6% | 10% | 18%| 41% 25%
about my teaching practice.

82. Our reading coach has increased my understandingvof

) 5% | 10% | 23%| 42% 20%
children learn to read.

83. | am pleased that our school has a Reading Fiasttgr 5% 2% | 26% 379 30%

84. | feel that | have a voice in our school’s decisiaking

0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
about Reading First. 15% | 26%) 25%| 24% 10%

85. Instruction in other subjects has suffered becafisdl of

0 0 0, 0, 0
the focus on Reading First. 5% | 12% ] 17%) 38% 28%

86. | strongly support the instructional changes that a

0 0, 0, 0, 0
occurring under Reading First. 2% | 11%) 25%) 51% 11%

87. Our Reading First program is doing an excellent job

0 0, 0, 0 0,
meeting the needs of our American Indian students. 3% 8% | 46%) 34% 9%

88. | believe that Reading First can close the achi@rgrgap

0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
between American Indian and white students. 2% 12% 48%) 31% %

89. Our school uses reading materials that are weltheat to

0 0, 0, 0 0,
the needs of our American Indian students in readin 6% 9% | S1%) 27% 7%

90. | feel equipped to meet the needs of my Americaiiaim

0 0, 0, 0, 0,
students during reading instruction. 3% 9% | 36%) 44% 8%

91. When our school no longer has Reading First funding
think that | will to go back to more or less theywavas 27% | 47% | 17%| 7% 2%
teaching reading before.
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Cohort 2
SECTION G: SUSTAINABILITY
In your opinion, once your school no longer has thReading First grant,
which of the following program components would youike to see
continue?
Definitely not Probably not Probably yes Definitely yes
92. Core program 1% 6% 43% 50%
93. 90-minute reading 3% 12% 39% 46%
block
94. DIBELS 3% 10% 43% 44%
95. Reading coach 10% 27% 26% 37%
96. Ongoing professional
development in - 4% 44% 52%
reading
97. Grouping - 2% 35% 63%
98. Interventions - 5% 29% 66%
99. Grade-level meetings - 7% 53% 40%
100Reading Leadership 50 2306 24% 2806
Team

SECTION H: DEMOGRAPHICS

101 What is your primary teaching role this yeés@lect one)
88%  Regular classroom teacher

- Specialist (select one)
- Speech/language
6% Language arts/reading (e.g., Title I, reading &ist)
- Library
6% Special education
- ESL/bilingual

- Paraprofessional

- 1 do not work directly with students

102This year, which grade(s) do you teach during #aeling blocR For example, you might teach first-
and second-grade students. (select all that apply).

24% Grade K 29% Grade 1 29% Grade 2 28% Bade 7% Other

- | do not provide direct classroom instrunturing the reading block.

103.This year, what is the grade level of the matemal teach from during the reading bl@cKselect all
that apply.) For example, you might teach usirgggbcond-grade Open Court materials.

24% Grade K 29% Gradel 32% Grade 2 25% GBade6% Other

1% 1 do not provide direct classroom instructiluring the reading block.

104.How many years teaching experience do you havaffg®1-38 Average 13

105.How many years have you worked at this schoolagRd-34  Average 9
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106. What are your educational credentigls@lect as many as apply)
83% Bachelor's degree
14% Traditional teacher certification
- Emergency teacher certification
17% Reading certification
Master’s degree
8% In reading
24% In area of education other than reading
1% In discipline other than education
- Doctorate (Ph.D. or Ed.D.)

107. At which school do you work?Your school name is used *only* to make sure @z from each
school. Your responses are confidential and n@aichames will be used in reporting.

Box Elder
Dodson

East Evergreen
East Glacier Park
Frazer

Harlem

Heart Butte
Lakeside
Morningside
Rocky Boy
Stevensville
West-Butte

Thank you for your support of the evaluation!
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MONTANA READING FIRST
COHORT I PRINCIPAL SURVEY 2008

Responses were received from 18 principals. Urddsrwise noted, the N for each item is equal or
approximate to this number.

This survey is part of the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory’s (NWREL) external evaluation
of Montana Reading First. Your input is critically important; this survey is the only opportunity we
have to hear from every principal involved in Montana Reading First. There are no right or wrong
responses. Please be candid in your answers. The information you provide will be kept
confidential and reported only in combination with responses from the other Reading First
schools.

When answering the questions, please answer according to how your school functioned this year

(2007-2008).

The survey will take 5 to 10 minutes to complete. Please return it to your reading coach, sealed in the
envelope provided. If there is no reading coach at your school, please return it, along with the other
materials from your school, to: Tess Bridgman, NWREL Evaluation Program, 101 SW Main Street,
Suite 500, Portland, OR 97204.

Thank you for your assistance.

1. How frequently did you attend Reading First professional development or state meetings this
year?
5%  did not attend (skip to Q5)
22% once
22% twice
39% 3 times
6% 4 times
6% 5 or more times

If you attended any Reading First training, please answer the following questions.

> v o 5 o >
o « o oo 8 & S o
. £ .2 o Y 5 S < 2 <
I am very pleased with... » A A 228 @
2. The guality of training in instructional leadership that I 6% 659 299,
received through the state and Reading First this year. ’ ’ ’
3. The amount of training in instructional leadership that 129 719 179
I received through the state and Reading First this year. ’ ’ ’
4. If t pl d there t hort
htﬁz}: were not pleased, was there too much or too - Too much 17% Too little
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Please indicate the frequency with which you use reading assessment results.

5. Communicating with teachers about their students. - 5% | 18% | 18% | 59% 5%

6. Communicating with teachers about their
instruction.

7. Looking at school-wide (K-3) trends. - - 28% - 72% -

- 5% | 28% | 28% | 39% -

Please indicate your level of agreement with each statement below. If a question is not applicable, please leave it
blank.

8. Major initiatives (programs or grants) in our district
contradict or are not aligned with the reading 50% 33% 6% 11% -
program in our school.

9. Overcoming teacher resistance to continuing the

o, o o, o _
Reading First program has been a challenge for me. 17% 55% 17% 1%

10. Istrongly support the instructional changes made

- - - 0, 0,
under Reading First. 33% 67%

11. Our district supports the continuation of Reading

- - 0, 2 o, 70
First practices in our school. 5% 8% 67%

12. Our school has an organized system for
administering Reading First assessments (such as - - - 11% 89%
DIBELS).

13. Our school has an organized system for analyzing
and sharing the results of the DIBELS and other - - - 39% 61%
Reading First assessments with teachers.
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Please indicate if the following Reading First components were adequately or not adequately funded in your
school this year.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

Adequately Funded Not Adequately Funded

14. Reading Leadership Team 76% 24%
15. Grade-level meetings 100% -

16. Core program 83% 17%
17. DIBELS 94% 6%
18. Reading coach 56% 44%
19. Professional development in reading 59% 41%
20. Interventions || 72% 28%

How many K-3 teachers are on your staff this year?
Range 4-44 Average 12

Of those teachers, how many were new to the school this year?
Range 0-4 Average 2

How many years have you been principal at this school?
Range 1-14 Average 6

How many years were you principal at any school with a RF grant (including your current school)?
Range 0-14 Average 4

Did your school make AYP in 2006-07?
67% Yes
11% No, because of bothath and reading scores
17% No, because of reading score
5% No, because of math score

At which school do you work? Your school name is used *only* to make sure we hear from each school.
Your responses are confidential and no school names will be used in reporting.

Centerville
Charlo

Crow Agency
Dixon

Eastgate

Hardin Intermediate
Hardin Primary
Hays/Lodge Pole
Kennedy

KW Harvey
Libby

Longfellow
Newman

Pablo
Ponderosa
Radley

Warren

West West-GF
Whittier

R RRRRRRRRRRRRPRRRRRR
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27. Does your school have a reading coach?

83% Yes
17%0 No

If no, please complete the remaining questions.
If yes, please return this survey to your reading coach in the envelope provided.

28. How many visits did your school receive from state project staff (e.g., State Reading Specialists)
this year?

none (skip to Q8)

one

two

three

four

5 or more

O O O O O O

29. The number of visits from state project staff was:
o Too many

o Too few

o Not enough

30. How helpful were visits from state project staff (e.g., State Reading Specialists)
Not at all helpful

Somewhat helpful

Very helpful

Did not take place

Please indicate the number of minutes (do not round).

Grade How many minutes long is the Are at least 90 minutes
reading block? uninterrupted?
31. Half-day o oYes o0ONo
kindergarten
32. Full-day - oYes oNo
kindergarten
33. First o oYes o0ONo
34. Second _ oYes oNo
35. Third - oYes oNo

36. Our K-3 teachers continue to teach from the same core reading program(s) we used last year.
Yes
No

37. Fidelity to the core program is ____ than last year.
More strict
About the same
Less strict
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38. Does your school have a Reading Leadership Team?
Yes
No

39. How often did your Reading Leadership Team meet, on average? (select one)
Never
Once or a few times a year
Every other month
Once a month
Every other week
Once a week
More than once a week

40. Did your school administer the benchmark DIBELS assessment in the fall, winter, and spring?
Yes, to all K-3 students
Yes, to some K-3 students
No

41. In about what proportion of K-3 classrooms at your school would you say that regular progress
monitoring is implemented?
All classrooms
Nearly all classrooms
About three-quarters of classrooms
About half of classrooms
About a quarter of classrooms
Fewer than a quarter of classrooms
No classrooms

42. How many students will have received intensive interventions this year (from September 2006
to June 2007)?

“Intensive interventions” occur outside the reading block, at least 2 hours per week for at least 6 weeks. Count
any individual student only once, even if he/she has received interventions for more than one session or
term. If you do not have exact numbers, please provide the best estimate that you can. (bubble in
number, up to 999)

43. How many other students (not counted in the previous question) will have received less intensive
interventions (outside the reading block, less than two hours per week and/or less than six
weeks)? (bubble in number, up to 999)

44. This year we have provided interventions to
Substantially more students than last year
Slightly more students than last year
About the same number of students as last year
Slightly fewer students than last year
Substantially fewer students than last year

45. What is the largest number of intensive students that work at one time with an intervention
provider? (bubble in number, up to 99)

Thank you for your support of the evaluation!
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MONTANA READING FIRST
COHORT I COACH SURVEY 2008

Responses were received from 16 coaches. Unlessagse noted, the N for each item is equal or @gprate
to this number.

This survey is part of the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory’s (NWREL) external evaluation
of Montana Reading First. Your input is critically important; this survey is the only opportunity we
have to hear from every coach involved in Montana Reading First. Please be candid in your
answers. There are no right or wrong responses. The information you provide will be kept
confidential and reported only in combination with responses from other Reading First coaches.

When answering the questions, please answer according to how your school functioned this year

(2007-2008).

The survey will take about 10 minutes to complete. Please return it, along with the other materials
from your school, to: Tess Bridgman, NWREL Evaluation Program, 101 SW Main Street, Suite 500,
Portland, OR 97204.

1.  How frequently did you attend Reading First professional development or state meetings this
year?
6% did not attend (skip to Q5)
- once
6% twice

63% 3 times
12% 4 times
13% 5 or more times

If you attended any Reading First training, please answer the following questions.

=28 ¢ |58 &
: o B S8 & |PE
I am very pleased with... § ) s 89 & § 5
GA| B 28 < | T
2. the gquality of training in coaching methods that I - - - 53% | 47%
received through Reading First this year.
3.  the amount of training in coaching methods that I - - 26% | 47% | 27%
received through Reading First this year.
4. Lftﬁ(en: were not pleased, was there too much or too | Too much 25% Too little
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5. How many visits did your school receive from state project staff (e.g., State Reading Specialists)
this year?
- none (skip to Q8)
6% one
25% two
38% three
12% four
19% 5 or more

6.  The number of visits from state project staff was:
- Too many
- Too few
- Not enough

7. How helpful were visits from state project staff (e.g., State Reading Specialists)
- notat all helpful
13% rarely helpful
31% somewhat helpful
56% helpful
- very helpful
- did not take place

Please indicate the number of minutes (do not round).

Grade How many minutes long is the Are at least 90 minutes
reading block? uninterrupted?
8.  Half-day kindergarten - 19% Yes - No
R -12
9.  Full-day kindergarten ange 60-120 75% Yes  25% No
Average 92
R 60-120
10.  First anee 93% Yes 7% No
Average 92
R -12
1. Second ange 60-120 93% Yes 7% No
Average 92
12.  Third Range 60-135 93% Yes 7% No
Average 95
13.  Our K-3 teachers continue to teach from the same core reading program(s) we used last year.
80%  Yes
20%  No
14.  Fidelity to the core program is than last year.

13% More strict
87% About the same
- Less strict



15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.
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Does your school have a Reading Leadership Team?

87%
13%

Yes
No

How often did your Reading Leadership Team meet, on average? (select one)

14%
79%

7%

Never

Once or a few times a year
Every other month

Once a month

Every other week

Once a week or more often

Did your school administer the benchmark DIBELS assessment in the fall, winter, and spring?

100%

Yes, to all K-3 students
Yes, to some K-3 students
No

In about what proportion of K-3 classrooms at your school would you say that regular progress

monitoring is implemented?

75%
19%
6%

All classrooms

Nearly all classrooms

About three-quarters of classrooms
About half of classrooms

About a quarter of classrooms
Fewer than a quarter of classrooms
No classrooms

How many students will have received intensive interventions this year (from September 2006

to June 2007)?

“Intensive interventions” occur outside the reading block, at least 2 hours per week for at least 6 weeks.
Count any individual student only once, even if he/she has received interventions for more than one session
or term. If you do not have exact numbers, please provide the best estimate that you can.

Range 10-79 Average 33

How many other students (not counted in the previous question) will have received less intensive
interventions (outside the reading block, less than two hours per week and/or less than six

weeks)?

Range 5-156 Average 57

This year we have provided interventions to

27%
27%
46%

Substantially more students than last year
Slightly more students than last year

About the same number of students as last year
Slightly fewer students than last year
Substantially fewer students than last year



22.

23.

24.

25.
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What is the largest number of intensive students that work at one time with an intervention
provider?
Range 4-33 Average 8

As a reading coach, how many hours a week do you work at this job, on average?
Range 6-51 Average 33

On average, how many hours per week do you spend on the following tasks?

a. Coordinating or administering reading assessments
Range 0-35%  Average 10%
b. Managing data (entering data, creating charts, etc.)
Range 0-20%  Average 11%
C. Reviewing and using reading assessment data
Range 0-30%  Average9%
d. Attending professional development
Range 0-14%  Average3%
e. Planning for and attending Reading Leadership Team and grade-level meetings
Range 0-17%  Average 7%
f. Training groups of teachers in grades K-3
Range 0-17%  Average 6%
g. Observing, demonstrating or providing feedback to individual teachers in grades K-3
Range 2-37%  Average 17%
h. Observing, demonstrating or providing feedback to individual teachers in grades 4-6

Range 0-37%  Average 7%
i. Training groups of teachers in grades 4-6
Range 0-17%  Average 3%

j- Planning interventions
Range 0-17%  Average 5%

k. Providing interventions directly to students
Range 0-43%  Average 7%

L Covering or subbing for teachers
Range 0-10%  Average 1%

m. Paperwork
Range 0-20%  Average 7%

n. Bus/recess duty
Range 0-7%  Average 1%

o. Other

Range 0-36%  Average 5%
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Please indicate your level of agreement with each statement. If a question is not applicable, leave it blank.

S o
> Y ) & >
e B 28 $ 3
This year... Es|l « ¥ 2| & g &
£ 2 e S|l <« B <
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26. I am very satisfied with the core reading program
y & Pros 6% | - | 6% | 31% | 57%

we are using at my school.

27.  Istrongly support the instructional changes made
under Reading First.

- - 6% 6% | 88%

28.  Iam fully confident that before each benchmark
testing period, all members of our assessment team
thoroughly understand the administration and
scoring of the DIBELS.

29. My school’s intervention providers are well-trained
to meet the needs of struggling readers.

- 6% - 13% | 81%

- - 13% | 31% | 56%

30. My school does an excellent job of providing

appropriate reading interventions to all students - 6% | 13% | 37% | 44%
who need them.
31. My school has a collaborative culture. - - - 56% | 44%
32. What is your position at this school?

31% Full time coach

69% Part time coach

- Principal (skip to Q31)

- Assistant principal (skip to Q31)

33. How many years have you been coach at this school (including this year)?
Range 1-9 Average 5

34. How many total years coaching experience do you have (including this year)?
Range 1-9 Average 5

35. How many years teaching experience do you have (prior to becoming a coach)?
Range 4-30 Average 19

36. What are your educational credentials? (select as many as apply)
63% Bachelor’s degree
19% Reading certification

Master’s degree
25% In reading
25% In area of education other than reading
- In discipline other than education
- Doctorate (Ph.D. or Ed.D.)
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37. At which school do you work? Your school name is used *only* to make sure we hear from each school.
Your responses are confidential and no school names will be used in reporting.

Centerville
Charlo

Crow Agency
Dixon

Eastgate

Hardin Intermediate
Hardin Primary
Hays/Lodge Pole
Kennedy

KW Harvey
Libby

Longfellow
Newman

Pablo
Ponderosa
Radley

Warren

West-GF

1 Whittier

' RRRR ! RPRRPRRRRRRRRPR

Thank you for your support of the evaluation!
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MONTANA READING FIRST
COHORT I TEACHER SURVEY 2008

Responses were received from 187 teachers. Uotlessvise noted, the N for each item is equal or
approximate to this number.

This survey is part of the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory’s (NWREL) external evaluation
of Montana Reading First. Your input is critically important; this survey is the only opportunity we
have to hear from every teacher involved in Montana Reading First. Please be candid in your
answers. There are no right or wrong responses. The information you provide will be kept
confidential and reported only in combination with responses from other Reading First teachers.

When answering the questions, please answer according to how your school functioned this year

(2007-2008).

The survey will take about 10 minutes to complete. Please return it to your reading coach sealed in
the envelope provided. If there is no reading coach at your school, please return it to your principal
sealed in the envelope provided.

Thank you for your assistance.

Please indicate the frequency with which the following activities took place during this school year (2007-2008).

& ] «
® 9
8§ |8 %y o= 85| S Y
This year, how often did... : |sE8 ¢E ES| B =
o 2|g58e| 28zt @
SR Y i
1. the principal observe your classroom during the 2% | 18% | 12% | 16% | 379 | 15%

reading block?

2. the principal provide you with feedback on your 10% | a1% | 18% | 19% | 10% | 29

instruction?

3. the reading coach observe your classroom during

the reading block? 6% | 35% | 16% | 16% | 20% 7%

4. the reading coach provide you with feedback on 12% | 35% | 20% | 19% | 129 | 2%

your instruction?

5. attend a grade-level reading meeting? 5% | 13% | 23% | 35% | 22% | 2%

6. you look at reading assessment data? - 8% | 24% | 26% | 32% | 10%

7. you need to use the 90-minute reading block to
work on non-reading instruction or tasks? (i.e.
writing, science, math, field trips, administrative
tasks)

60% | 33% | 3% - 1% 3%
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8. This year, the amount of professional development I received in reading was...
9% Much more than last year
10% Sightly more than last year
34% About the same as last year
25% Slightly less than last year
22% Much less than last year

9. This year, the quality of professional development I received in reading was...
9% Much better than last year
9% Slightly better than last year
68% About the same as last year
6%  slightly worse than last year
8%  Much worse than last year

I use the results of reading assessments (such as the
DIBELS) when...

Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually
Always
I don’t do that

10. Grouping students into small-instructional groups within 300 | 5% | 119% | 309 | 499

N
S

my classroom.

11. Communicating with colleagues about reading

. . 1% | 2% | 14% | 44% | 39% 1%
instruction and student needs.

12. Looking at school-wide (K-3) trends. 3% | 9% | 27% | 29% | 32% 6%

13. Identifying which students need interventions. - 1% | 5% | 22% | 72% 2%

14. This year, I used the core reading program during the reading block:
21%  More than last year
76%  About the same as last year
3% Less than last year

15. This year, I used the templates during the reading block:
25%  More than last year
41%  About the same amount as last year
6% Less than last year
28% I don’t use the templates



Please indicate your level of agreement with each statement. If a question is not applicable, leave it blank.
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16. 11, th fessional 1 t1 i
6 Qvera , the professiona dever opmen received 6% 249 299, 359, 6%
in reading was on-going and intensive.
17.  Overall, the professional development I received 7% 12% 19% 57% 59%
in reading focused on what happens in the
classroom.
18. hool h isibl ffective Readi
8 Our sc ool has a visible and effective Reading 49 15% 18% 439 20%
Leadership Team.
19.  Attending grade-level reading meetings is a good 59, 79% 219% 459% 229,
use of my time.
20.  Istrongly 51.1pp01jt the instructional changes made 39 79% 259 129 239
under Reading First.
21.  Our school has an organized system for
administering Reading First assessments (such as 1% 1% 1% 43% 54%
DIBLES).
22.  Our school has an organized system for analyzing
and sharing Reading First assessments (such as 1% 3% 6% 45% 45%
DIBELS) with teachers.
23.  Tam Very.satisfied with the core reading program 59 19% 219% 359, 279
we are using at our school.
24. Ou1.‘ school’s intervention providers are well- 1% 13% 1% 399 36%
trained to meet the needs of struggling readers.
25.  Our school does an excellent job of providing
appropriate reading interventions to all students 3% 15% 11% 37% 34%
who need them.
26.  Our school has a collaborative culture. 4% 10% 14% 46% 26%
27.  What is your primary teaching role this year? (select one)

88% Regular classroom teacher
Specialist (select one)
__-_Speech/language

7% Language arts/reading (e.g., Title I, reading specialist)

1% Library

3% Special education

1% ESL/bilingual
__-_Paraprofessional
__-_I donot work directly with students
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28. This year, which grade(s) do you teach during the reading block? For example, you
might teach first- and second-grade students. (select all that apply).

24% Grade K 28% Gradel 29% Grade2  26% Grade3 5% Other
2% 1do not provide direct classroom instruction during the reading block.

29. How many years teaching experience do you have?
Range 1-39 Average 15

30. How many years have you worked at this school?
Range 1-33 Average 9

31. What are your educational credentials? (select as many as apply)

85% Bachelor’s degree
16% Traditional teacher certification
- Emergency teacher certification
10% Reading certification
Master’s degree
11% In reading
18% In area of education other than reading
1% In discipline other than education
- Doctorate (Ph.D. or Ed.D.)

32. At which school do you work? Your school name is used *only* to make sure we hear from
each school. Your responses are confidential and no school names will be used in reporting.

2% Centerville
3% Charlo
6% Crow Agency
2% Dixon
8% Eastgate
3% Hardin Intermediate
9% Hardin Primary
3% Hays/Lodge Pole
5% Kennedy
7% KW Harvey
11% Libby
7% Longfellow
4% Newman
7% Pablo
5% Ponderosa
6% Radley
6% Warren
- West-GF
6% Whittier

Thank you for your support of the evaluation!
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MONTANA READING FIRST
ONLINE DISTRICT SURVEY 2008

This survey is part of the Northwest Regional Ediocal Laboratory’'s (NWREL) external evaluation of
Montana Reading First. This survey should be cetepl by the person in your district who is the gieasted
Reading First coordinator; if there is more thae sach person, or no such person, please havetsernpwho

spends the most time on Reading First completestirigey.

Your input is critically important; this survey is the only opportunity we have to hear from every digict
involved in Montana Reading First. There are no right or wrong responses. Pleasatdid in your
answers.The information you provide will be kept confidential and reported only in combination with

responses from other district coordinators.

When answering the questions, please answer anga@how your district functioneithis year (2007-2008)

1. How many elementary schools are in your district?
COHORT 1 (N=7) COHORT 2 (N=5)
Mean Number Range Mean Number Range

6 1-15 5 1-15

2. How many elementary schools have a Reading Fiestt@r
COHORT 1 COHORT 2
Mean Number Range Mean Number Range

2 1-3 2 1-3

3. Beyond Reading First, what is your role in theritis?
COHORT 1 (N=7) COHORT 2 (N=5)
Superintendent 14% (1) 40% (2)
Assistant Superintendent -- --
Curriculum director/specialist 29% (2) 20% (1)
Instruction director/specialist -- --
Literacy director/specialist 14% (1) 20% (1)
Budget/finance officer -- --
Other: 43% (3) 20% (1)
4. What percentage of time are yofiicially allocatedto spend on Reading First?
COHORT 1 COHORT 2
Percent Range Percent Range
9% 0—-25% 28% 0-100%
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5. In past years, some district coordinators havertegspending more time than anticipated on Reading
First activities. In order to report any contingidiscrepancies, please report #utual percentage of

your time spent on Reading First.

COHORT 1 COHORT 2
Percent Range Percent Range
13% 2%—25% 25% 5%—80%
6. How has your district supported Reading First yleiar? (select all that apply)
COHORT 1 COHORT 2
Assisted with proposal writing 29% (2) 40% (2)
Provided financial management of the grant 86% (6) 100% (5)
Assigned a district staff member to be the
Reading First “go-to” person (district-level 100% (7) 100% (5)
coordinator)
Facilitated districtwide Reading First meetings 57% (4) 60% (3)
for coaches
Facmyatgd districtwide Reading First meetings 71% (5) 60% (3)
for principals
Analyzed student reading assessment data 100% (7) 00% 15)
Prowded professmnal development aligned with 100% (7) 100% (4)
Reading First
Provided technical assistance for Reading Firs @ro 80% (4)
P.rowded additional funds to support Reading 86% (6) 60% (3)
First
Provided a DIBELS Assessment Team 86% (6) 100% (5)
Modlf_led d!StI‘ICt requirements to be aligned with 57% (4) 60% (3)
Reading First
Other: 29% (2) -
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7. In 2007-2008, how frequently did you attend théof@ing activities?
COHORT 1
Did not . . .
Once Twice 3 times 4 + times
attend

Stfiltex.mde Coaclh and 83% (5) 17% (1) _ . -
principal meetings

State meetings for district

. 67% (4) 17% (1) -- 17% (1) -
representatives

Meetings with the Reading
First State Reading 29% (2) - -- 14% (1) 57% (4)
Specialist for our district

COHORT 2

Did not

. . i
] Once Twice 3 times 4 + times

Statewide coach and

- . 80% (4) 20% (1) - - -
principal meetings

State meetings for district

. 80% (4) 20% (1) -- - -
representatives

Meetings with the Reading
First State Reading 20% (1) 20% (1) -- 20% (1) 40% (2)
Specialist for our district

8. How useful, to you as Reading First coordinators waur attendance at the following:

COHORT 1

Never
Useful
Rarely
Useful
Sometimes
Useful
Usually
Useful
Always
Useful
Did not
Attend

Statewide coach and principal

) - - - - 17% (1)| 83% (5)
meetings

State meetings for district
representatives

Meetings with the Reading First State
Reading Specialist for our district

- - 17% (1) - 17% (1) 67% (4)

- - - -~ | 57%(4) 43% (3)

COHORT 2
oD >3 =1 1] == =3 o T
— O = [TRR7) © T = c C
% 5% €5 2% 2% o8
Z> x D S0 45 ZD A<
0 o
Statewlde coach and principal B B 20% (1) __ __ 80% (4)
meetings
State meetings for district B B 20% (1) __ _ 80% (4)

representatives
Meetings with the Reading First State
Reading Specialist for our district

- - — | 40% (2) 40% (2) 20% (1)
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9. When the State Reading Specialist visits schooy®im district, how often do you participate?
COHORT 1 COHORT 2
Never --
Seldom 57% (4) 20% (1)
Sometimes 14% (1) 20% (1)
Often 14% (1) 40% (2)
Always 14% (1) 20% (1)
10. (a) Does your district have a mentoring or inductprogram for new teachers?
COHORT 1 COHORT 2
Yes 86% (6) 100% (5)
No 14% (1) --
(b) If yes, does it include an introduction to Rieadirst?
COHORT 1 COHORT 2
Yes 67% (4) 80% (4)
No 33% (2) 20% (2)
11. How easy/difficult was it to find qualified applicts for the coaching position(s)?
COHORT 1 COHORT 2
Very Easy 14% (1) --
Somewhat Easy 29% (2) 40% (2)
Somewhat difficult 14% (1) 40% (2)
Very Difficult 14% (1) 20% (1)
Not Involved, Don’t Know, N/A 29% (2) --
COHORT 1
Please indicate your level of agreement with eaatement below.
Lo
() () 2 9
>0 @ [SNe) o = @
. =] = < ® D o
This year... é g g E .tDQ :E:: é ?
n 0 a) 25 n
> =
12. The state’s expectations for district N ) _ 57% (4) | 43% (3)
involvement in Reading First are clear.
13. State Reading First project staff (directors,
State Reading Specialists) are responsive -- - -- 29% (2) | 71% (5)
to our district’s needs.
14. The State Reading Specialist’'s support and i _ 20% (2) | 71% (5)
input has been extremely valuable.
15. The state has done a good job of
communicating necessary information -- - -- 43% (3) | 57% (4)
regarding Reading First to district staff.
16. Our district strongly supports the
instructional changes occurring under -- - 14% (1) | 14% (1) | 71% (5)
Reading First.
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This year...

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

17.

Major initiatives (programs or grants) in
our district contradict or are not aligned
with Reading First.

43% (3)

43% (3)

14% (1)

18.

| am pleased with the amount of support

we have received from the state to address --

sustainability.

14% (1)

29% (2)

57% (4)

19.

Reading First has greatly influenced the
reading program in our district’'s non-
Reading First schools.

17% (1)

17% (1)

67% (4)

20.

The state’s expectations of district
involvement in Reading First are
reasonable.

71% (5)

29% (2)

21.

The state’s expectations for district
involvement in Reading First are clear.

60% (3)

40% (2)

22.

State Reading First project staff (director
State Reading Specialists) are responsiy
to our district’s needs.

40% (2)

60% (3)

23.

The State Reading Specialist’s support and

input has been extremely valuable.

60% (3)

40% (2)

24.

The state has done a good job of
communicating necessary information
regarding Reading First to district staff.

80% (4)

20% (1)

25.

Our district strongly supports the
instructional changes occurring under
Reading First.

20% (1)

80% (4)

26.

Major initiatives (programs or grants) in
our district contradict or are not aligned
with Reading First.

40% (2)

40% (2)

20% (1)

27.

| am pleased with the amount of support

we have received from the state to address

sustainability.

80% (4)

20% (1)

28.

Reading First has greatly influenced the
reading program in our district’s non-
Reading First schools.

50% (2)

50% (2)

29.

The state’s expectations of district
involvement in Reading First are
reasonable.

60% (3)

40% (2)
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COHORT 1
After grant funding ends, will the following
Reading First components be mandatetly If yes, how will they be funded?
the district?
- . . Don't General Categorica Other Don't
PR ey ] Know Funds | Funds Funds know
90-minute reading 0 0
block 86% (6) 14% (1)
_Flgggr?]mg Leadership | o700 4y | 299 (2) - 14% (1) 67% (4 - 17% (1) 179
Grade-level meetings 86% (6) 14% (1) - -- 86% (5) - -- 14% (1)
Core program 86% (60 14% (1) - 57% (4) 14% (1 29% (2)
DIBELS 71% (5) 14% (1) 14% (1) - 83% (5 - 17% (1 -
Reading coach 14% (1) 57% (40 29% (2) -- -- 33% (2 33% (2) 3 (
Professional 0 0 0 0 0
development in reading 43% (3) 57% (4) -- - 29% (2) 14% (1 57% (4 --
Interventions 57% (4) 43% (3) -- -- 14% (1) 29% (2 43% (3 148 (
COHORT 2
After grant funding ends, will the following
Reading First components be mandatetly If yes, how will they be funded?
the district?
ff q q Don't General Categorica Other Don’t
EIhIE LI NI Know Funds | Funds Funds know
90-minute reading 0
.'?g:ror']'”g Leadership | goo0 3y | 2006 (1) | 20% (1) 25% (1 50%(2)  25% (1)
Grade-level meetings | 100% (5) -- -- -- 60% (3) 20% (1) 20% (1)
Core program 100% (5) - - - 80% (4)| 20% (1) - -
DIBELS 75% (3) | 25% (1) - - 60% (3) - 20% (1 20% (1)
Reading coach 60% (3) 40% (2) -- 33% (1) -- 67% (2 --
Professional 0 0 o 0
development in reading 100% (5) - - - 40% (2) 40%(2)  20% (1)
Interventions 100% (5) 20% (1) 20% (1) 60% (3 --

22. In which district do you work?Your district name is used *only* to make surehgar from each district.

Your responses are confidential and no district aamill be used in reporting.

Thank you for your support of the evaluation!
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Montana Reading First

Principal Interview 2008

Professional Development & Technical Assistance

1.

Here is a list of the primary trainings to date (show list) that you have received
from the state this year.

(a) What stands out as especially useful? Why?
(b) What stands out as especially not useful? Why?

(c) Overall, as a professional development package, how well did these offerings
meet your needs as principal? (Please explain.)

(d) If you missed any principal/coach meetings this year, what caused you to do
so?

(a) How helpful have state Reading First project staff (Debbie and Minda) been
this year? Why?

(b) What about your State Reading Specialist?

What other services or training could the state provide to you as a Reading First
principal?

Leadership

4.

What does the state expect from you as a Reading First principal?

Are some of those expectations more challenging than others? Which ones?
Why?

a) What Reading First responsibilities fall to the coach?
b) How do you support the coach in implementing Reading First in your school?

Tell me about principal walk-throughs at your school.
(a) On average, how often do you observe a given teacher? (__per )
(b) What checklists or tools, if any, do you use during walk-throughs?

(c) How much priority do you think should be placed on principal walk-
throughs? Why?
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8. How helpful has the district been with Reading First this year? Please explain.
Buy-In
9. How would you currently describe teachers’ buy-in to Reading First? (select one)
0 High
0 Medium/Mixed
0 Low

10. To what do you attribute this level of buy-in?
11. How do you work with resistance?
Communication & Collaboration

12. Do you think that attending Reading Leadership Team meetings is a good use of
your time? Why or why not?

13. What about grade-level meetings; is it a good use of your time to attend them?
Why or why not?

Sustainability

14. (a) What is the typical level of turnover of K-3 classroom teachers in your

building? (percentage)
(b) How do you bring new teachers up to speed on Reading First?

15. (a) In your opinion, what are this school’s prospects for sustaining Reading First
without the grant money (or with reduced grant money)?

(b) What has the state done to help you prepare for the end of the grant?

(c) What else can the state do to support your school in sustaining Reading First?

Overall

16. Is there anything else about Reading First in your school you think I should
know?
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Montana Reading First
Coach Interview 2008

Professional Development & Technical Assistance

1. Here is a list of the primary trainings to dggeow lisj that you have received form the state
this year.
(&) What stands out as especially useful? Why?
(b) What stands out as especially not useful? Why?
(c) Overall, as a professional development package viieihdid these offerings meet
your needs as a coach? (Please explain.)
2. State Reading Specialists:

(&) How helpful has your State Reading Specialist ibisnyear? Why?
(b) What is the relationship (tone, feeling) between $ttate Reading Specialist and your
school? (Please explain.)

3. How have you utilized Knowledge Box? Do you fadias been a valuable tool in
implementing Reading First? Why or why not?

4. What did the Reading First training offeredgachers in summer 2007 look like? How was it
received by teachers?

5. What other services or training could the statState Reading Specialist provideyt as a
Reading First Coach?

Coaching Role

6. (a) Thinking about your job as a coach, whatthe two or three things you spend most of
your time on?(If they say: it depends, ask on what and seetfd¢hn get them to still identify
the top things they do)

(b) How is this different from how you spent ydime last yeardacceptable responses: it
isn't  different; new coach so not applicable)

(c) Ifitis different, what would you say has medatichange?
7. How does your principal support you in impletiem Reading First in your school?

8. (a) Some coaches say they are not able toigetlassrooms as much as they would like to
or feel they should. To what degree has this la@essue for you?

(b) Ifitis an issue, what prevents you fromrsiag more time in classrooms?
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9. Tell me about working with inexperienced teastthis year, particularly those with 1 to 4
years of experience.

(a) Was this part of your role?
(b) Do new teachers have different needs than veteeahérs? Please describe.
Buy-In

10. How would you currently describe teachers’-buto Reading First?sélect ong

0 High
o Medium/Mixed
0o Low

11. To what do you attribute this level of buy-in?

12. How do you work with resistance?

Communication and Collaboration
13. How do you pass on what you learn at statehmsa meetings to teachers?
14. Thinking about your Reading Leadership Teathabout what works well and what doesn’t
work well in terms of getting things done:
(a) What works well?
(b) What does not work well?
15. Thinking about grade-level meetings and aldnat works well and what doesn’t work well
in terms of getting things done:
(@) What works well?
(b) What doesn’t work well?

16. Tell me about study groups at your schoolveHhey been useful? Why or why not?
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Data and Assessment

17. Think about the work you do to collect and nggndata for DIBELS benchmark
assessments  throughout the year. Is supporafarabllection and management for DIBELS
benchmark assessments sufficient? If not, wherctupports do you need?

18. This year, have there been any concerns ad8ELLS benchmarlkadministration and
scoring? If so, what were they?

19. Think about the work you do to collect and nggndata foprogress monitoring
throughout the year. Is support for data coltectind management for progress monitoring
sufficient? If not, what other supports do yoed®

20. This year, have there been any concerns girogress monitoring administration and
scoring? If so, what were they?

21. How, if at all, are teachers involved in datdlection and managementMNote: This refers
to benchmark and progress monitoring.)

22. To what extent does your principal lead studiaté analyses and use those in discussions
with  teachers—either individually and/or in larggoups (grade level, Reading Leadership
Team)?
23. (a) Do you think that your school is usingadat its full potential?

(b) Why or why not?

(c) If not, what does your school need to makeebese of data?

Instruction and Intervention

24. (a) How much do teachers modify the core @ogr (Please provide a specific example.)
(b) What kinds of modifications are considereabipropriate? (Please provide at least one
specific example.)
25. (a) Have your teachers been working on a Bp@apect of instruction this year (for
example, a focus on one component or a skill sscstudent engagement)?
(b) Why was this chosen as a focus?
(c) What changes have you seen in this area?
26. The next few questions are about your inteigardrogram. They refer only to
interventions  provided outsidd the reading block.

(a) What have been the biggest achievementsuingahool's K-3 reading intervention
program this year?

(b) What have been the biggest challenges?

(c) Understanding that there are often limitesbteces to provide interventions, which

students do you focus your energy on? W(ly8r example, strategic or intensive,
those closest to benchmark or furthest behind,iBpecades?)
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27. Are teachers able to sufficiently differentiatstruction (i.e. tailor instruction to individual
students’ needs) during the reading block? Whyloy not?
American Indian Students(Only at schools that serve Al students. If yoaiansure, ask).

28. There is still a wide achievement gap betwesredcan Indian and white students. Do you
think  Reading First is going to close the achieeshgap in reading? If not, why not?

(Note to interviewer: If interviewee discusses lleasocial factors—alcoholism, tardiness,
poverty—note that but then steer towards schotbfae-the core program, interventions,
teacher skills/ability, scheduling.)

Overall

29. In your opinion, what are this school’s progpdar sustaining Reading First without the
grant money (or with reduced grant money)?

30. Is there anything else about Reading Firsbim wchool you think | should know?
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Montana Reading First
Teacher Interview 2008
Designed for individual teacher interviews (2 per school, 15-20 minutes each)

Opening

Thank you so much for taking time out of your busy day to meet with me. I have a few questions for you
about Reading First, what it has been like at your school, and what is has meant to you, personally, to have
this grant. While we talk, I will be taking (hand or computer) notes to capture your responses to these
questions. My notes from today are completely confidential: I will not share anything you say with your
colleagues, coach, or principal. The data from our interview here go into a big pool of data from teachers at
all the schools we are visiting so we can understand, across the state, what some of the overall trends are.
Nothing you say will be attached to your name or your school’s name. Before I begin, do you have any
questions for me?

1. What grade do you currently teach?

2. How many years of teaching experience do you have (including this year)?
(Note this does not include years being a para/aide but would include years as a specialist.)

3. Did you attend any Reading First training held during summer 2007? If so what stands out as
especially useful? Why? What stands out as especially not useful? Why? If you did not attend,
why not?

4. In Reading First, there is often an expectation to closely follow the core program. At your
school, to what degree are you expected to follow the core program? In your opinion, are these

expectations reasonable?

5a. Does your school have an intervention program outside the reading block for struggling
readers? If no, why not? (If yes, go to (b).)

5b. In your school’s intervention program, what is working well and what is not working?

6. Has your coach helped you change your instruction this year? If so, how (please provide an
example)?

7. Do you think that attending grade-level team meetings is a good use of your time? Why or
why not?

8. To what degree is Reading First good for you as a teacher? Why?
9. Last year a lot of teachers said that Reading First was not meeting the needs of American

Indian students. Has Reading First made a difference for your American Indian students? If yes,
how so? If not, why?
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Montana Reading First
State Director Telephone Interview Protocol

State and District Support to Reading First Schools

State Reading First Director

1.

What would you say are your primary responsibsitis state director? Has that
changed at all in the past year?

State Reading Specialists

2.

3.

For the state reading specialists, how often ag éxpected to visit each school?
Do they still provide written feedback reports agtach visit? Does their feedback
continue to incorporate their observations/disarssirom during visits, the school’s
Reading Improvement Plan and action plan, and siseeg data? Anything else?

Did the reading specialists also facilitate prof@sal development at coach and
principal meetings and at the summer training 0720

Anything new or different in their role? Any padiar focus in the schools this year?

Professional Development

6.

Why was the summer training moved from a Summeditins to the elementary
sites?

What can you tell me about the Montana Readingtine®? How are schools/staff
invited to participate? Will the institute contento be offered after Reading First? Is
state reading specialists’ facilitation of professil development at the institute part
of their Reading First responsibilities?

Knowledge Box

8.

Anything new with Knowledge Box this year?
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Study Groups

9. What is the expectation for study groups: whattlaes supposed to consist of? How
frequently should they meet?

10.Why was Overcoming Dyslexia chosen for this yetofsc?

District Support
11.What is expected of district coordinators in tewfis Support to Reading First
schools? Support to non-Reading First schoolg@ndance at Reading First
trainings?
School Structures
Reading Leadership Teams
12.Can you describe what a well-functioning Readingda¥ship Team should have
looked like this past year? With what frequenay thiey supposed to meet?
Grade-level Meetings
13.What about grade-level meetings, what is expedexttur during those? How
frequently should they occur?
Data

14.What would constitute a good use of assessmenimat®&eading First school by
principals? Coaches? Teachers?

15.How often should progress monitoring occur for stud at intensive, strategic, and
benchmark levels?
Expectations of School Level Staff

16.What are the major expectations of principals agriictional leaders in Reading First
schools? Any changes from last year?

17.What are the major expectations of coaches? Aapgbs from last year?
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18. For teachers, during the reading block...

90 minutes is the minimum amount of reading ingtom®

Does this differ for full-day or half-day K?

What constitutes good use of the core program?

What kinds of modifications are ok (lesson mapsydiates, pacing guides)?

Do any schools use a replacement core? Are timgresguirements around their
use?

Students should be taught at their grade levelgiructional level?
How much whole- versus small-group work?

Are schools encouraged to use walk-to-read?

Do schools used workshop or universal access tutsde the block?

Is there anything else that should be happeninigarclassroom?

Interventions

19. What would you expect a well-functioning intervemtiprogram to look like?

Does the state have a preference for which studeatsargeted (intensive versus
strategic)? Why? How long should interventiorst?aWith what frequency
should they occur? What should the group size be@s Montana Reading First
provide guidance on selecting materials? Whatldvgou expect in terms of
who provides interventions? What kinds of trainginguld they receive?

Sustainability

20.What services did the state provide to cohort belshthis year? Did that change
from last year?

21.How did the state address sustainability with coBachools this year?
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Support for Reading First



Table 7-1
Percentages of District, Principal, Coach, and Teac

her Respondents Indicating Support for Reading Firs

t, by Cohort *

Item District Principals Coaches Teachers
Cohort 1 Cohort 2 Cohort 1 Cohort 2 Cohort 1 Cohort 2 Cohort 1 Cohort 2
2006 2008 2006 2008 2006 2008 2006 2008

I am pleased that our school has a Reading First grant. - - 100% 100% 100% 100% 7% 67%
I have significant phllosqphlcgl or pedagogical objections _ _ 5% 9% 0% 0% 210 13%
to the approach of Reading First.
I strongly support the !nstru_ctlonal changes that are 100% 91% 95% 92% 68% 620
occurring under Reading First.
Instruction in other subjects has suffered because of all of _ 350 59% 33% 330 63% 66%
the focus on Reading First.
Principal and Coach: | believe the instructional changes
we made under Reading First will be sustained after the
grant is over. Teacher: When our school no longer has - 82% 92% 83% 67% 5% 9%
Reading First funding, | think that | will go back to more or
less the way | was teaching reading before.
Overcoming teacher resistance to Reading First has been _ _ 21% 46% 26% 750 _ _
a challenge for me.
Reading Leadership Team -- 60% 82% 55% - -- 32%/73% 28%I/72%
Reading Coach - 60% 94% 42% - -- 47%/70% 37%/63%
Grade-level meetings -- 100% 100% 67% - -- 51%/91% 40%/93%
DIBELS - 75% 100% 75% -- - 55%/92% | 44%I87%
90-minute reading block -- 100% 100% 83% - -- 69%/95% 46%/85%
Core program -- 100% 100% 83% - -- 71%/97% 50%/93%
Professional development in reading -- 100% 94% 50% - -- 57%/93% 52%/96%

® For the first six items percentages are respondents who “Agree” and “Strongly Agree” with the item. For the last seven items percentages reflect: 2008 cohort 2 district coordinators
responding “Definitely” to the item “After grant funding ends, will the following Reading First components be mandated by the district?”’; 2006 cohort 1 principals responding “Yes” to
the item “Which of the following Reading First program components do you plan to continue?” 2008 cohort 2 principals responding “Definitely” to the item “After grant funding ends,
will the following Reading First components be continued at your school?” 2006 cohort 1 teachers responding “Definitely yes” to the item “In your opinion once your school no longer
has the Reading First grant, which of the following program components would you like to see continue?” 2008 cohort 2 teachers responding “Definitely yes” to the item “In your
opinion, once your school no longer has the Reading First grant, should the following program components continue?” For teachers, the second figure represents the combined
response of “Probablv ves” and “Definitelv ves.”



